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PREFACE 


Witu an eye to the English reader, who knows, 
perhaps, little of logic and less in that case of 
Auistotle’s, I have tried in translating these texts 
to bring out the pmlosopher’s meaning as clearly as 
was in my power How far I have succeeded in 
doing so, provided I interpret 1t rightly, the reader 
alone can determine I cannot, in consequence, 
pretend that I hterally translate the Gieeh, where 
it seemed that a literal translation would fail to 
achieve this main purpose Some scholars ma 
possibly object that at times I paraphrase Aristotle 
I can in that case only plead that a more οἱ less 
intelligible paraphrase does convey something to the 
reader, unlike stiict adherence to the letter More- 
over, a literal translation might often repel English 
readeis and read hke some alien jargon, as well as 
in all piobability demanding rathei copious notes, 
which are foreign from the scope of this series 

The Greek text here printed is Bekker’s, except 
fo. some shght deviations that are noted at the foot 
of the page 

The short introduction that follows was submitted 
to the Piovost of Oriel I have to thank my friend 
and former tutor, Lt -Col A S L Farquharson, for 
help and advice on certain points in regaid to the 
meaning of the texts 


H PC 


Cambridge, 1934 
vu 


ARISTOTLE 
THE CATEGORIES 


VOL I A? 


INTRODUCTION 


Wuat is the subject of the Categories? In ordinary 
usage aatyyopia, rendered in English as ‘ category,’ 
meant nothing more than ἡ ἃ predicate ’ This mean- 
ing it seems highly probable that 1t retains in this 
text The ten categories, then, are ten predicates 
What sort of predicates, however, and predicates also 
of what? Let us first raise another point here If 
we ask how Aristotle came by them, the critics 
are not mm agreement The following seems, on 
the whole, the most plausible view of the matter 
‘ Aristotle,’ says Theodor Gomperz, ‘ :magines a man 
standing before him, say in the Lyceum, and passes 
in successive review the questions which may be put 
and answered about him All the predicates which 
can be attached to that subject fall under one or 
other of the ten heads, from the supreme question 

What 1s the object here perceived ἢ down to such a 
subordinate question, dealing with mere externalities, 
as What has he on’ What equipment or accoutie- 
ments, eg shoes or weapons’ Other questions are 
concerned with his qualities and his size (white, 
instructed in grammar, so many feet tall), under 
the head of relation (Related to what) come answers 
mn which a term such as Greater or Less, Handsomer 
or Ugher, implies a reference to an object or objects 
of comparison The “When” is explained by a 
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Yesterday or To-morrow, the Doing and Suffering 
by the sentences ‘‘ He is cutting or burning,” 
‘““He is bemg cut or burnt’ The enumeration is 
intended to comprise the maximum of predicates 
which can be assigned to any thing or being A 
maximum, be 1t observed, for it can hardly be by 
chance that the full number is found in only two 
passages of the worh, while the two which are at 
once the most special and the least important, those 
relating to Having, or possession, and to Lying, or 
attitude, are in every other case passed over without 
mention And indeed, what sense could there be 
in speaking of the possessions of a stone or a piece of 
iron, or of the attitude of a sphere or a cube * We 
further observe that several others of the categories 
are often lumped together under the one name of 
“ Affections, while others are collectively designated 
“ Motions ”’’* Grote took a similar view ‘ Now 
what 1s remarkable,’ he wrote, ‘ about the ninth and 
tenth Categories 1s, that individual persons or animals 
are the only Subjects respecting whom they are ever 
predicated, and are at the same time Subjects 
respecting whom they are constantly (or at least 
frequently) predicated An individual person 15 
habitually clothed in some particular way im all or 
part of his body, he (and perhaps his horse also) 
are the only Subjects that are ever so clothed More- 
over animals are the only Subjects, and among them 
man 18 the principal Subject, whose changes of posture 
are frequent, various, determined by internal 1m- 
pulses, and at the same time interesting to others to 
know Hence we may infer that when Aristotle 


5 Greek Thinkers (Eng tr), vol w Ὁ 39 ‘A maximum,’ 
too, for a man, for a man might have no clothing on! 
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lays down the Ten Categories, as Summa Genera for 
all predications which can be made about any given 
Subject, the Subject which he has wholly, or at least 
principally, τῷ his mind is an individual Man We 
understand, then, how 1t 1s that he declares Habere 
and Jacere to be so plain as to need no further 
explanation What is a man’s posture’ What 1s 
his clothing or equipment ἢ are questions understood 
by every one *2 

If the views thus expressed are correct (and they 
seem to admit of no doubt) in regard to the source 
of the doctrine, we can draw, I think, certain con- 
clusions respecting the nature of the categories, as 
they appear in this text, as distinct from other texts 
of Aristotle, and, at least, in their primary significance 
They constitute the most general predicates assign- 
able to one single subject That subject can only 
be either an individual man or an ammal Of any 
other subject whatever not all of them are possible 
predicates They constitute, therefore, ‘a maxi- 
mum, as Theodor Gomperz well puts 1+ To certam 
other namable entities a number may, doubiless, 
belong, and, moreover, on a secondary view, at 
least one may belong to all others We may thus 
describe everything existing as a substance or quan- 
tity or quality or refer it to one of the others 

This latter pomt brings us, I think, to a common 
explanation of the doctrine Dr Ross, for e,ample, 
considers that ἡ the categories are a list of the widest 
predicates which are predicable essentially of the 
various namable entities, 26, which tell us what 
kinds of entity at bottom they are’® IfI understand 


® Aristotle (ed 2, 1880), p 79 
» Aristotle, Ὁ 23 
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this statement correctly, this means that the ultimate 
answer to the question what 1s red 15 a quality,’ 
the ultimate answer to the question what space 15 
or time 15 ‘a quantity’ On that view each namable 
entity falls under only one category, having one only 
ἔοι predicate And surely one category only can tell 
us what a thing 1s ‘at bottom’ Now, a careful 
mspection of the text shows, I think, that this view 
1s correct Aristotle, m particular, of quantity 
enumerates several examples, such as time, space, 
speech, lines, sohds, numbers And if you were to 
ash what these are, then the ultimate answer to the 
question 1s ‘ quantities discrete or continuous ’ More- 
over, he expressly reminds us that only some things, 
strictly speaking, belong to the category of quantity 
This imphes that all namable things can be classed 
unde: one or another And the fact that he admits 
the possibility of a thing’s falling under two categories 
scarcely affects the main point And this view 18 
consistent with our statement that one of the cate- 
gories, at least, will belong to each namable entity 

These contentions, I think, will hold good Not, 
however, of the classification τῷ its earhest form 
and significance Fo nothing, indeed, in that case 
appears clearer, at least to my mind, than that all of 
the ten were envisaged as the predicates of one sengle 
subject This 1s not to deny that the doctrine has 
additional aspects or meanings and that 1t might 
come to be made to serve purposes other than the 
primal and, possibly, far more mmportant 

So, again, we may properly argue that one subject 
of our text is the meanings of ‘ uncombined,’ “ 1so- 
lated words ’ (or of terms as opposed to propositions) 
and the things signified by those terms Thus the 
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doctrine of the categou1es may serve as ἃ classification 
of such meanings It is only again im regard to 
the primary sense of that doctrine that I do not 
quite follow Dr Ross ‘It would seem,’ so he says 
very briefly, ‘ that in its earliest form the doctrine 
was a classification of the meanings of, ze of the 
things meant by, ‘‘ uncombined words,’ in other 
words an inventory of the main aspects of reality, 
so far at least as language takes account of them ἡ“ 
This seems to me only to be true of the doctrine ‘in 
its earhest form,’ if ‘reality 15 taken as meaning an 
individual man or an animal 

Then the terms of the text make it evident, as 
Gomperz has nghtly observed, that the doctrine 
had a definite bearmg, in the uses to which it was 
put, on the theory and practice of disputation—a 
matter of small interest now Otherwise we should 
not find it dealing with the subject of dialectical 
questions 

That the subject of all the ten categoules 1s an 
mdividual man or an animal may be possibly due in 
some measure not only to actual observation of men 
in the market-place of Athens but also to Aristotle’s 
holding that the real 15 the concrete individual And 
what better instance could he take with a view to 
iullustratmg his lectures than a Plato, a Callas, a 
Socrates, or (being possessed of some humour) some 
member of his logical classes ἢ 

This view presupposes, of course, that the doctrine 
derives from Anstotle Some scholars deny this or 
doubt it, supposing he found it ready-made and took 
it over complete from the Academy  Ceitain pomts 
may lend colour to this theory, among them the fact 


® Aristotle, p 23 
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we have noticed, that some of the categories only 
appear to possess real importance or even come m 
for much notice Any positive evidence τῇ its favour 
it is difficult, however, to adduce And the wnitings 
of Plato himself do not seem to lend any support to 1t 4 

One objection to regarding the categories as pre- 
dicates calls for brief notice It is true, the first 
category 1s substance and so-called first substance Ὁ 
individual, and what 15 individual can never be, 
properly speahing, a predicate But, τῇ we ask what 
Plato is, then the answer we shall give in the long 
run as being the broadest about him 15 that he 1s ‘a 
primary substance,’ a concrete and mdividual man 
So in that sense ‘ first substance ’ 1s a predicate 

The text, On Interpretation, does not require much 
comment here It was seemmgly so called since 
language was regarded as interpreting thought If 
we say that the Categories for subject has ‘ isolated,’ 
‘uncombined terms,’ then this text has propositions, 
their theory, analysis and so on for subject and 1s 
specially concerned with developing the possible 
oppositions between them The distinction between 
‘true’ and ‘ false’ also naturally finds a place here 
Propositions are called “ true’ and ‘ false,’ a distinc- 
tion without any meaning as applied to mere ‘ un- 
combined terms’ Aristotle assumes here that truth 
is a kind of correspondence with realty Concepts 
are ‘likenesses’ of things Propositions combine 
or separate them They are true, when the things 
represented are similarly combmed or separated , 
they are false in the contrary cases Apart from 


¢ Failing positive evidence to the contrarv, I take the 
traditional view that the first nine chapters of this text are 
the genuine work of Aristotle 
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what Aristotle says or implies of the concepts them- 
selves, this 1s open to all the objections that are valid 
against Locke and others The reader may com- 
pare this from Locke ‘Truth, then, seems to me, 
m the proper import of the word, to signify nothing 
but the young or separating of Signs, as the Things 
signified by them do agree or desagree one nth another 

The joming or separating of signs here meant, 1s 
what by another name we call propositzon So that 
truth properly belongs only to propositions whereof 
there are two sorts, viz mental and verbal, as 
there are two sorts of signs commonly made use of, 
viz ideas and words ’4 


“ An Essay concerning Human Understanding, Bk τν 
e ὃ 


Ch 
Ch 


Ch 


Ch 
Ch 


Οὐ πὰ 


THE CATEGORIES 


SUMMARY OF THE PrincrpaL THEMES 


The meaning of univocal, equivocal and 
deiivative terms 

Expressions are simple Οἱ complex 

Things are (1) asserted of a subject, (2) 
present in a subject, (3) both (1) and (2) or 
(4) neither (1) nor (2) 

Predicates of the predicate are predicable 
also of the subject 

The categories stated in outhne 

Of Substance 

Pimmary and secondary substance defined 
What is not pimmaiy substance is either 
asseited of 01 present in a primary substance 
If puumairy substances did not exist, neither 
would anything else 

Of secondary substances species more tiuly 
substance than genus 

All species, not being genera, are substance 
in the same degiee, so are all primary 
substances 

No secondary substance other than genus 
and species 

Primary substance related to secondary sub- 
stance and all other predicates as secondary 
substance to all othe: predicates 
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Ch 6 


Ch 7 
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Neither primary nor secondary substances 
present in a subject 

Primary substance individual, secondary sub- 
stance a qualification of the individual 
Substances have no contraries 

Substances never admit of degrees 

The characteristic peculiar to substance 19 
that contrary quahties are predicable of 1t 
Of Quantity 

Quantity discrete or continuous 

The parts of some quantities have relative 
positions, while the parts of others have not 
Quantitative terms may be used of things 
other than quantity 

‘Great,’ ‘small’ and similar terms not 
quantitative but relative 

Quantities never admit of degrees 

The characteristic peculiar to quantity 1s that 
we predicate ‘ equal’ and ‘ unequal οὗ υὖ 
Of Relation 

Preliminary definition 

Some relatives have contraries 

Some relatives admit of degrees 

Every relative has a correlative 

The relative must have its proper name, 
only so 15 the correlative evident Necessity 
in certam cases for coming new names for 
the purpose 

Relatives usually come into being together 
Exceptions in the case of perception and 
knowledge 

Primary substance never relative, neither 
any pait of such substance 

Corrected definition of relatives 


Ch 8 


Ch 
Ch 


Ch 


Ch 
Ch 
Ch 
Ch 
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Impossible to know that a thing 1s relative, 
unless its correlative 15 known 

Of Quality 

Qualities defined 

Ther kinds (1) habits and dispositions, 
(2) capacities, (3) affective qualities and 
affections, (4) shape, figure and so on 

Most qualities have contraries 

If one of two contraries 1s a quality, so 1s 
the other 

Most qualities admit of degrees 

The characteristic pecuhar to quality is that 
we predicate ‘ke ’and‘ unlike in reference 
to it 

Of the remaining categories 

Of the four classes of opposites (1) cor- 
relatives, (2) contraries, (3) positives and 
privatives, (4) affirmation and negation 
Further discussion of contraries with special 
relation to good and evil 

The five senses of prior ἡ 

The three senses of ‘simultaneous ’ 

The srs hinds of motion 

The various meanings of ‘ to have ’ 
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APIS TOTEAOTS 
KATHTOPIAI 


ξ ; , “ 2 ᾿ / e 
ta I ὋὉμώνυμα λέγεται ὧν ὄνομα μόνον κοινόν, ὃ 
“ “ 4 “ 

dé κατὰ τοὔνομα λόγος τῆς οὐσίας ἕτερος, otov 
“ 4 \ / 

ζῶον 6 τε ἄνθρωπος Kat TO γεγραμμένον τούτων 
? ¢ \ \ » ᾽ὔ 

γὰρ ὄνομα μόνον κοινόν, ὁ δὲ κατὰ τοὔνομα λόγος 

“ 7 ᾽ 3 ~ 

τῆς οὐσίας ἕτερος av γάρ Tis ἀποδιδῷ τί ἐστιν 
ὡς \ ἢ e , ἢ 

5 αὐτῶν ἑκατέρῳ τὸ ζώω εἶναι, ἰδιον ἑκατέρου λόγον 

\ / “ ; 

ἀποδώσει συνώνυμα δὲ λέγεται wv TO TE ὄνομα 
~ la 

κοινὸν Kal 6 κατὰ τούνομα λόγος τῆς οὐσίας ὁ 

" 7 ἮΝ “ ΄ + ἃ φ “ ξ 

αὐτός, οἷον ζῷον ὅ τε ἄνθρωπος καὶ ὁ βοῦς ὁ 

A ~ ~ / 
γὰρ ἄνθρωπος Kat 6 Bots κοινῷ ὀνόματι mpoo- 
ayopeverar ζῶον, καὶ 6 λόγος δὲ τῆς οὐσίας ὃ 
“ 6 

το αὐτός ἐὰν γὰρ ἀποδιδῶ τις τὸν ἑκατέρου λόγον, 

τί ἐστιν αὐτῶν ἕκατέρω τὸ ζώω εἶναι, τὸν αὐτὸν 

,ὔ > ᾽ ’ὔ \ 7 Ψ 2 ’] 

λόγον ἀποδώσει παρώνυμα δὲ λέγεται ὅσα ἀπό 

»“" \ 
Twos διαφέροντα TH πτώσει THY κατὰ τούνομα 


¢ Ἵ retain the traditional renderings, ‘ unrvocal,’ namely, 
and ‘equivocal’ The ordinary reader, I suspect, will be 
little familiar with the former He may, if he pleases, 
substitute such terms as ‘ambiguous,’ ‘ unambiguous’ 
* Univocal ’ has the advantage of being a posztive term 

> Zgov in Greek had two meanings, that 1s to say, living 
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I Things are equivocally? named, when they have 
the name only in common, the definition (or state- 
ment of essence) corresponding with the name being 
different Foi instance, while a man and a portrait 
can properly both be called animals,’ these are 
equivocally named ® Fo. they have the name only 
un common, the definitions (or statements of essence) 
corresponding with the name being different For 
if you are asked to define what the being an animal 
means in the case of the man and the portrait, you 
give in either case a definition appropriate to that 
case alone 

Things are univocally named, when not only they 
bear the same name but the name means the same 
in each case—has the same definition corresponding 
Thus a man and an ox are called anmals’ The 
name 1s the same in both cases , so also the statement 
of essence For if you are asked what 1s meant by 
their both of them being called ‘ ammals,’ you give 
that particular name in both cases the same definition 

Things are ᾿ derivatively ᾿ named that derive their 
own name from some other, that 1s given a new verbal 


creature, and, secondly, a figure or image in painting, em- 
bioidery, sculpture We have no ambiguous noun How- 
ever, we use the word ‘living’ of portraits to mean ‘ true 
to life ’ 
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προσηγορίαν ἔχει, οἷον ἀπὸ Tis γραμματικῆς ὁ 


\ \ > \ o~ 3 } ε 5 a“ 
τὸ γραμματικὸς καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς ἀνδρείας ὁ ἀνδρεῖος 


20 


1 Τῶν λεγομένων τὰ μὲν κατὰ συμπλοκὴν 
a 4 \ ” \ 
λέγεται, τὰ δ᾽ ἄνευ συμπλοκῆς τὰ μὲν οὖν κατὰ 
“ ͵ lan 
συμπλοκὴν οἷον ἄνθρωπος τρέχει, ἄνθρωπος νικᾶ 
a“ ~ ~ 7 
τὰ δ᾽ ἄνευ συμπλοκῆς otov ἄνθρωπος, βοῦς, τρέχει, 
νικᾷ 
΄“- 2 Ἁ 4 ? é 7 ‘ 
Τῶν ὄντων τὰ μὲν καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου τινὸς 
λέγεται, ἐν ὑποκειμένω δὲ οὐδενί ἐστιν, οἷον 
ἄνθρωπος καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου μὲν λέγεται τοῦ τινὸς 
> 7 ? ξ f \ NO ΄ 3 ‘ δὲ 
ἀνθρώπου, ἐν ὑποκειμένω δὲ οὐδενί ἐστι τὰ δὲ 
ἐν ὑποκειμένω μέν ἐστι, καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου δὲ 
> ‘ , > € / \ 4 a ft 
οὐδενὸς λέγεται (ἐν ὑποκειμένω δὲ λέγω, ὃ ἐν τινι 


95 μὴ ὡς μέρος ὑπάρχον ἀδύνατον χωρὶς εἶναι τοῦ 


“- tf “᾿ Ἀ Α 3 
ἐν ὦ €oTiv), olov ἡ Tis γραμματικὴ ἐν ὑποκειμένω 
οι Fond / > 
μέν ἐστι TH ψυχῆ, καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου δ᾽ οὐδενὸς 
3 ‘ 
λέγεται, Kat τὸ τὶ λευκὸν ἐν ὑποκειμένω μὲν τῶ 
σώματί ἐστιν (ἅπαν γὰρ χρῶμα ἐν σώματι), καθ᾽ 
ς , \ > ‘ 7 A 4 > κα 
ὑποκειμένου δὲ οὐδενὸς λέγεται τὰ δὲ καθ᾽ ὑπο- 


, A 
1b Κειμένου τε λέγεται Kal ἐν ὑποκειμένω ἐστίν, οἵον 


ἡ ἐπιστήμη ἐν ὑποκειμένω μέν ἐστι TH ψυχῆ, καθ᾽ 
ὑποκειμένου δὲ λέγεται τῆς γραμματικῆς τὰ δὲ 
οὔτ᾽ ἐν ὑποκειμένω ἐστὶν οὔτε καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου 
τινὸς λέγεται, οἷον 6 τὶς ἄνθρωπος καὶ ὁ τὶς ἵππος 


»ΔᾺ \ “ , iv 2 
, οὐδὲν γὰρ τῶν τοιούτων οὔτε ἐν ὑποκειμένω ἐστὶν 


οὔτε καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου λέγεται ἁπλῶς δὲ τὰ ἄτομα 





4 *Courageous man,’ ‘courage,’ in Greek But the 
former obscures the real point by consisting of two words 
in Enghsh By ‘a new verbal form’ is intended a new 
termination or inflexion 
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form, as, for instance, ‘ grammaiian ’ from‘ grammar,’ 
from ‘ heroism,’ “ hero, and so on @ 

II We may or we may not combine what we call 
words, expressions and phrases Combine them, 
you have propositions—for instance, ‘man runs’ or 
“man wins ’—while examples of uncombined forms 
are ‘man,’ ‘ ox,’ ‘runs’ and‘ wims_ and the hhe 

But as for the things that are meant, when we thus 
speak of uncombined words, you can predicate some 
of a subject, but they never are present in one 
You can predicate ἡ man,’ foi example, of this or that 
man as the subject, but man 15 not found m a sub- 
ject By ‘im,’ ‘ present,’ ‘found in a subject’ I do 
not mean present or found as its parts are contained 
ina whole , I mean that αὖ cannot exist as apart from 
the subject referred to And then there 1s that class 
of things which are present οὐ found m a subject, 
although they cannot be asserted of any known sub- 
ject whatever <A piece of grammatical hnowledge 
is there in the mind as a subject but cannot be predi- 
cated of any known subject whatever Again, a 
particular whiteness is present or found in a body (all 
colour imphes some such basis as what we intend by 
“ἃ body ’) but cannot itself be asseited of any known 
subject whatever We find there are some things, 
moreover, not only affirmed of a subject but present 
also in a subject Thus knowledge, for instance, 
while present in this or that mind as a subject, 15 
also asserted of giammar There 1s, finally, that 
class of things which can neither be found τῇ a subject 
nor yet be asserted of one—this o1 that man or horse, 
for example For nothing of that hind 1s im or 18 
ever affirmed of asubject More generally speaking, 
indeed, we can never affirm of a subject what 1s 1n its 
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καὶ ἕν ἀριθμῶ κατ᾽ οὐδενὸς ὑποκειμένου λεγεται, 
ἐν ὑποκειμένω. δὲ ἔνια οὐδὲν κωλύει εἶναι ἡ γάρ 
τις γραμματικὴ τῶν ἐν ὑποκειμένῳ ἐστί" 
Il ‘Oray eTEpov καθ᾽ ἑτέρου κατηγορῆται ὡς 
10 καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου, ὅσα κατὰ τοῦ κατηγορουμένου 
λέγεται, πάντα καὶ κατὰ τοῦ ὑποκειμένου ῥηθή- 
σεται, οἷον ἄνθρωπος κατὰ τοῦ τινὸς ἀνθρώπου 
κατηγορεῖται, τὸ δὲ ζῶον κατὰ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
οὐκοῦν καὶ κατὰ τοῦ τινὸς ἀνθρώπου κατηγορηθή- 
σεται τὸ ζῶον ὁ γάρ τις ἄνθρωπος καὶ ἄνθρωπός 
18 ἐστι καὶ ζῷον 
Τῶν ἑτέρων γενῶν" καὶ μὴ ὑπ᾽ ἄλληλα τεταγ- 
μένων έτεραι τῶ εἴδει καὶ αἱ διαφοραί, οἷον ζώου 
καὶ ἐπιστήμης ζώου μὲν γὰρ διαφοραὶ τό τε 
πεζὸν καὶ τὸ δίπουν καὶ τὸ “πτηνὸν καὶ τὸ ἐνυδρον, 
ἐπιστήμης δὲ οὐδεμία τούτων οὐ γὰρ διαφέρει 
90 ἐπιστήμη ἐπιστήμης τῶ δίπους εἶναι 
Τῶν δέ γε ὑπ᾽ ἄλληλα γενῶν οὐδὲν κωλύει τὰς 
αὐτὰς διαφορὰς εἶναι τὰ γὰρ ἐπάνω τῶν ὑπ᾽ αὐτὰ 
γενῶν κατηγορεῖται, ὥστε ὅσαι τοῦ κατηγορου- 
μένου διαφοραί εἶσι, τοσαῦται καὶ τοῦ ὑποκειμένου 
; 
ἔσονται 
2 IV Τῶν κατὰ μηδεμίαν συμπλοκὴν λεγομένων 
ἕκαστον ἤτοι. οὐσίαν “σημαίνει ἡ ποσὸν 1) ποιὸν ὴ 


\ 


πρός Tb ἡ ποῦ 7 ποτὲ ἢ κεῖσθαι 7) ἔχειν 1) ποιεῖν 7 


1 Bekker reads τῶν ev υποκειμένω μὲν ἐστι, Kad υποκειμενου 
de ovdevos λέγεται 
2 τῶν erepoyerav B 





‘Co-ordinate’ 1s Jiterally in Greek ‘not arranged the 
one ieee the other’ The differentia added to the genus 
constitutes what is known as the species Supposing that 
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nature individual and also numerically one Yet τῇ 
some cases nothing prevents its being present or found 
wn asubject Thus a piece of grammatical Lnowledge 
15. present, as we said, in a mind 

III A word upon predicates here When you 
predicate this thing or that of another thing as of 
a subject, the predicates then of the predicate will 
also hold good of the subject We predicate ‘man’ 
of a man, so of ‘man’ do we predicate ‘animal ἢ 
Therefore, of this 01 that man we can predicate 
‘ammmal’ too For a man is both ‘animal’ and 
“man 

When genera are co-ordinate and different, differ- 
entiae will differ τῷ kind® Take the genera, animal 
and knowledge ‘ Footed,’ ‘ two-footed,’ ‘ winged,’ 
‘aquatic ᾿ 816 among the differentiae of animal But 
none will be found to distinguish a particular species 
of knowledge No species of knowledge will differ 
fiom another in being ἡ two-footed ’ 

Wheie the genera, however, are subordinate, 
nothing whatever prevents them from having the 
same differentiae For we predicate the higher or 
large: of the smaller or subordinate class The 
differentiae, then, of the predicate will also belong to 
the subject 

IV Each uncombined woid or expression means 
one of the followmg things —what (or Substance), 
how large (that 1s, Quantity), what sort of thing (that 
is, Quality), related to what (or Relation), where (that 
is, Place), when (or Time), in what attitude (Posture, 
Position), how cucumstanced (State or Condition), 
how active, what domg (or Action), how passive, 


‘building’ 1s the genus and ‘used for a dwelling’ the 
difference, we then have the species called ‘ house ’ 
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ib , # Be > » \ ¢ 4 2 om * 
TAOVEW ἘΠῚ τε € ea a μεν WS TUTW a eae olov 


ἄνθρωπος, ἵππος ποσὸν δὲ οἷον δέπηχυ, τρίπηχυ 
ποιὸν δὲ οἷον λευκόν, γραμματικόν. πρός τι δὲ 
2a οἷον δυπλάσιον, ἥμισυ, “μεῖζον ποῦ δὲ οἷον ἐν 
Λυκείω, ἐν ἀγορᾶ ποτὲ δὲ οἷον ἐχθές, πέρυσιν 
κεῖσθαι δὲ οἷον ἀνάκειται, κάθηται ἔχειν δὲ οἷον 
ὑποδέδεται, ὥπλισται ποιεῖν δὲ οἷον τέμνει, καίει 
πάσχειν δὲ οἷον τέμνεται, καίεται 
Ἕκαστον δὲ τῶν εἰρημένων αὐτὸ μὲν καθ᾽ αὑτὸ 
5 ἐν οὐδεμιᾷ καταφάσει λέγεται, τῇ δὲ πρὸς ἄλληλα 
τούτων συμπλοκῇ κατάφασις ἢ ἀπόφασις γίνεται 
ἅπασα γὰρ δοκεῖ κατάφασις καὶ ἀπόφασις ἤτοι 
ἀληθὴς ἡ ψευδὴς εἶναι τῶν δὲ κατὰ μηδεμίαν 
συμπλοκὴν λεγομένων οὐδὲν οὔτε ἀληθὲς οὔτε 
10 ψεῦδός ἐστιν, οἷον ἄνθρωπος, λευκόν, τρέχει, νικᾷ 
V Οὐσία δέ ἐστιν ἡ κυριώτατά τε καὶ πρώτως 
καὶ μάλιστα λεγομένη, ἣ ἣ μήτε καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου 
τινὸς λέγεται μήτ᾽ ἐν ὑποκειμένω τινί ἐστιν, οἷον 
ὁ τὶς ἄνθρωπος ἢ ἢ ὁ τὶς ἵππος δεύτεραι δὲ οὐσίαι 
λέγονται, ἐν οἷς εἰδεσιν at πρώτως οὐσίαι λεγόμεναι 
ls ὑπάρχουσι, ταῦτά τε καὶ τὰ τῶν εἰδῶν τούτων 
γένη, οἷον 6 τὶς ἄνθρωπος ἐν εἰδει μὲν ὑπάρχει 
τῶ ἀνθρώπω, γένος δὲ τοῦ εἰδους ἐστὲ τὸ ζῶον 


14 ἀποφασει omitted after λέγεται 





* J give here two versions of each category The Greek 
as a rule 1s more concrete than the customary Enghsh 
translations The reader may here be referred to Theodor 
Gomperz, Greek Thinkers (translated by G G _ Berry), 
vol iv ὁ 4 

b <* Asserted of ἃ subject ”* here refers to the relation 
of universal to particular, ‘ ‘ present in a subject”’ to that 
of an attribute to its possessor’ ΟἹ D_ Ross, Aristotle, 
p 23) The distinction 1s the same as that into essential and 
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what suffering (Affection) * Examples, to speak but 
in outhne, of Substance are ‘man’ and ‘a hoise,’ 
of Quantity “two cubits long,’ “three cubits m 
length’ and the hke, of Quality ‘white’ and 
‘grammatical Terms such as ‘half,’ ‘double,’ 
‘greater’ are held to denote a Relation ‘In the 
market-place,’ ‘in the Lyceum ’ and similar phrases 
mean Place, while Time 1s intended by phrases hke 
‘yesterday,’ ‘last year’ and so on ‘Is lying’ or 
‘sitting’ means Posture, ‘1s shod’ or ‘1s armed’ 
means a State ‘Cuts’ or ‘ burns,’ again, indicates 
Action, ‘1s cut’ or ‘1s burnt’ an Affection 

Not one of these terms in itself will involve any 
positive statement Affirmations, as also demals, can 
only arise when such terms are combined or united 
together Each positive or negative statement must 
either be true or be false—that, at least, 1s allowed 
on all hands—but an uncombined wo1d or expression 
(for instance, ‘man, “ white,’ ‘runs’ or ‘ conquers ’) 
ean neither be true nor be false 

V Substance in the truest and strictest, the 
primary sense of that term,1is that which is neither 
asserted of noi can be found im a subject ® We take 
as examples of this a particular man or a horse But 
we do speak of secondary substances—those within 
which, being species, the primary or fust are included, 
and those within which, bemg genera, the species 
themselves are contamed For instance, a particular 
man we include in the species called ‘ man’ and the 
species itself in its turn 1s included in the genus called 
accidental predicates Aristotle undersubstance distinguishes, 
first of all, primary substance, that 1s to say, the individual 
(or this or that man, for example), and, secondly, secondary 


substances, that 1s, the species and genera in which the 
individuals are included 
19 
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δεύτεραι οὖν αὗται λέγονται οὐσίαι, οἷον ὅ τε 
ἄνθρωπος καὶ τὸ ζῶον 
Φανερὸν δὲ ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅτι τῶν καθ᾽ ὕπο- 
90 κειμένου λεγομένων ἀναγκαῖον καὶ τοὔνομα καὶ 
τὸν λόγον κατηγορεῖσθαι τοῦ ὑποκειμένου, οἷον ὁ 
ἄνθρωπος Kal ὑποκειμένου λέγεται τοῦ τινὸς 
ἀνθρώπου, καὶ Karnyopetrat ye τούνομα τὸν γὰρ 
ἄνθρωπον τοῦ τινὸς ἀνθρώπου κατηγορήσεις καὶ 
ὁ λόγος δὲ ὁ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου κατὰ τοῦ τινὸς ἀν- 
25 θρώπου κατηγορηθήσεται ὃ γάρ τις ἄνθρωπος καὶ 
ἄνθρωπός ἐστι καὶ “ζῶον ὥστε καὶ τοὔνομα καὶ 
ὁ λόγος κατὰ τοῦ ὑποκειμένου κατηγορηθήσεται. 
Τῶν δ᾽ ἐν ὑποκειμένῳ ὄντων ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν 
πλείστων οὔτε τοὔνομα οὔθ᾽ ὁ λόγος κατηγορεῖ- 
ται τοῦ ὑποκειμένου ἐπ᾽ ἐνίων δὲ τοὔνομα μὲν 
80) οὐδὲν κωλύει κατηγορεῖσθαί ποτε τοῦ ὕποκει- 
μένου, τὸν δὲ λόγον ἀδύνατον, οἷον τὸ λευκὸν ἐν 
ὑποκειμένῳ ὃν TH σώματι κατηγορεῖται τοῦ ὑπο- 
κειμένου (λευκὸν γὰρ σῶμα λέγεται), ὃ δὲ λόγος 
ὁ τοῦ λευκοῦ οὐδέποτε κατὰ σώματος κατηγορὴη- 
θήσεται 
Τὰ δ᾽ ἄλλα πάντα ἦτοι. καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένων λέ- 
86 γέται τῶν , πρώτων οὐσιῶν ἢ ἐν ὑποκειμέναις 
αὐταῖς €otly τοῦτο δὲ φανερὸν ἐκ τῶν καθ᾽ 
ἕκαστα προχειριζομένων, οἷον τὸ ζῶον κατὰ τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου κατηγορεῖται οὐκοῦν καὶ κατὰ τοῦ 
τινὸς ἀνθρώπου κατηγορηθήσεται τὸ ζῶον εἶ “γὰρ 
Δυκατὰ μηδενὸς τῶν τινῶν ἀνθρώπων, οὐδὲ κατὰ 





* Understand by ‘the name’ here τὸ λευκὸν, and not 
the Greek substantive λευκότης, both of them signified 
‘whiteness’ So also we use ‘ white’ in Enghsh as an 
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‘anmal’ These, then, are secondary substances, 
that 15 to say, man and animal—othei wise, species and 
genus 

From what we have said it 1s plain that the name 
and definition of the predicates can both be affirmed 
of the subject For mstance, we predicate ‘man’ 
of an individual man as the subject The name of 
the species called ‘man’ 15 asserted of each indi- 
vidual, you predicate “man’ of a man The de- 
fintion or meaning of ‘ man’ will apply to ὦ man, in 
hike manner, for a man is both man and an animal 
The name and definition of the species will thus both 
apply to the subject 

When we come, on the contrary, to things which 
are present οἱ found im a subject, we find that their 
names and definitions we cannot, at least in most 
cases, affirm or predicate of that subject Indeed, 
the definition itself will in no case whatever apply 
But in some cases nothing prevents us from using the 
name of the subject Suppose we take ‘ white’ as an 
unstance Now‘ white is, no doubt, in a body and 
thus 1s affii:med of a body, fo. a body, of course, 1s 
ealled ‘ white’ The definition, however, of ‘ white’ 
—of the colour, that 1s, we call ‘ white ’"—can never 
be predicated of any such body whatever ¢ 

Everything else but first substance 15 either 
affirmed of first substance or present in such as its 
subject This 1s evident from particular imstances 
taken by way of examples We predicate ‘ animal’ 
of ‘man’ So we predicate ‘animal’ also of any 
particular man Were there no mdividuals exist- 
ing of whom it could thus be affirmed, 1t could 


adjective, commonly speaking, but also at times as a noun, 
when 1t means ‘ a white paint’ or ‘ white colour’ 
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2 b 3 7 Ὁ , x Fa 3 ? 
ἀνθρώπου ὅλως πάλιν τὸ χρῶμα ev σώματι 


“- 4 ᾽ \ 3 ~ 
οὐκοῦν Kal ἐν τινὶ σώματι εἶ yap μὴ ἐν τινὶ τῶν 
+ @ > \ > 4 Ὁ [-4 4 ΚΚΨ 
καθ᾽ ἕκαστα, οὐδὲ ἐν σώματι ὅλως ὥστε τὰ ἄλλα 

> ~ 
πάντα ἤτοι καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένων λέγεται τῶν πρώτων 
5 οὐσιῶν ἢ ἐν ὑποκειμέναις αὐταῖς ἐστίν μὴ οὐσῶν 
οὖν τῶν πρώτων οὐσιῶν ἀδύνατον τῶν ἄλλων τι 
εἶναι 
~ 4 “Ὁ “ 
Τῶν δὲ δευτέρων οὐσιῶν μᾶλλον οὐσία τὸ εἶδος 
~ A “~ 
τοῦ γένους ἔγγιον yap THs πρώτης οὐσίας ἐστίν 
ἐὰν γὰρ ἀποδιδῷ τις τὴν πρώτην οὐσίαν τί ἐστι, 
γνωριμώτερον καὶ οἰκειότερον ἀποδώσει τὸ εἴδος 
5 4 Lia 4 7 ἣν t 4 ΄ 
10 ἀποδιδοὺς ἥπερ τὸ γένος, οἷον τὸν τινὰ ἄνθρωπον 
> 4 f ba) 2 f v * 
ἀποδιδοὺς γνωριμώτερον av ἀποδοίη ἄνθρωπον ἢ 
“» 2 / \ 4 \ , cal ~ 4 
ζῶον ἀποδιδούς τὸ μὲν yap idvov μᾶλλον τοῦ τινὸς 
5 / LS 4 7 \ 4 Ἁ “ 
ἀνθρώπου, τὸ δὲ κοινότερον καὶ τὸ τὶ δένδρον 
3 ‘ ΄ > ᾽ , 9 
ἀποδιδοὺς γνωριμώτερον ἀποδώσει δένδρον ἄἅπο- 
Ν Ἃ ? 
διδοὺς ἢ φυτόν 
” ξ lan > # \ 4 a » ῳ 
1 "Ere at πρῶται οὐσίαι διὰ τὸ τοῖς ἄλλοις ἅπασιν 
~ x 4 ‘ a x 7 
ὑποκεῖσθαι καὶ πάντα τὰ ἄλλα κατὰ τούτων κατ- 
»"» θ “Ὁ, 2 3 a ἢ ὃ 3 κων tA 
ηγορεῖσθαι ἢ ἐν αὐταῖς εἶναι διὰ τοῦτο μάλιστα 
οὐσίαι λέγονται wes δέ γε at πρῶται οὐσίαι πρὸς 
Α Mv , 3 a ἃ 4 ων ἣ 
τὰ ἄλλα πάντα ἔχουσιν, οὕτω καὶ τὸ εἶδος πρὸς 
τὸ γένος ἔχει ὑπόκειται γὰρ τὸ εἶδος TH γένει 
80. τὰ μὲν γὰρ γένη κατὰ τῶν εἰδῶν κατηγορεῖται, 
τὰ δὲ εἴδη κατὰ τῶν γενῶν οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει ὥστε 
1 2 Ζ 4 > “~ 7} lan > ἢ 
καὶ ἐκ τούτων τὸ εἶδος τοῦ γένους μᾶλλον οὐσία 
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not be affirmed of the species Colour, again, is in 
body , so also in this or that body For were there 
no bodies existing wherein it could also exist, τὸ 
could not be in body at all In fine, then, all things 
whatsoever, save what we call pimary substances, 
are predicates of primary substances or present in 
such as their subjects And were there no primary 
substance, nought else could so much as exist 

Of secondary substances species 15 better called 
substance than genus it 1s neare: to primary sub- 
stance, while genus 15 more removed from it Sup- 
pose someone asks you ‘what 1s it ἢ regarding a 
primary substance Your answer is both more 
instiuctive and also more apt to the subject, provided 
you mention its species than 1f you should mention 
rts genus Take this or that man, forexample You 
would give a more instructive account, 1f you stated 
the species or ‘man,’ than you would, if you called 
him ‘an animal’ The former belongs the more to 
him, the latter 1s somewhat too wide Or, again, 
take an individual tree By mentioning the species 
οἱ ‘ tree ’ you will give a more instructive account than 
by giving the genus or ἡ plant ’ 

Moreover, the primary substances most of all merit 
that name, since they undeulie all other things, which 
in tuin will be either their predicates or present in 
such as their subjects But exactly as primary sub- 
stances stand to all else that exists, so also stands 
species to genus Species is related to genus as 
subject is 1elated to predicate We predicate genus 
of species, but never, indeed, can we predicate 
species of genus conversely On this further ground 
we may hold that of secondary substances species 
is more truly substance than genus 
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2b 3 o 4 “- > | ~ [2 3 A 3 4 
Αὐτῶν δὲ τῶν εἰδῶν ὅσα μή ἐστι γένη, οὐδὲν 
~ ¢ ¢ , > 7 3 ’; > A 4 

μᾶλλον ἕτερον ἑτέρου οὐσία ἐστίν οὐδὲν yap 

Ν “~ 4 
οἰκειότερον ἀποδώσεις κατὰ τοῦ τινὸς ἀνθρώπου 

* “~ 

2761 ἄνθρωπον ἀποδιδοὺς ἢ κατὰ τοῦ τινὸς ἵππου 

τὸν ἵππον ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τῶν πρώτων οὐσιῶν 
5 4 ~ oe ¢ ra > ? > 7 " A 

οὐδὲν μᾶλλον ἕτερον ἑτέρου οὐσία ἐστίν οὐδὲν 
N SA ¢ 4 4 θ 5» ; a ξ 4 “a 

yap μᾶλλον ὃ τὶς ἄνθρωπος οὐσία ἡ 6 τὶς βοῦς 

so Εἰκότως δὲ μετὰ τὰς πρώτας οὐσίας μόνα τῶν 
rd 4 ᾽ 4 x - 7 2 / ? 
ἄλλων τὰ €ldn καὶ τὰ γένη δεύτεραι οὐσίαι λέγον - 
ται μόνα γὰρ δηλοῖ τὴν πρώτην οὐσίαν τῶν κατ- 
ηγορουμένων τὸν γάρ τινα ἄνθρωπον ἐὰν ἀποδιδῷ 

A 
τις τέ ἐστι, TO μὲν εἶδος ἡ TO γένος ἀποδιδοὺς 
/ 
οἰκείως ἀποδώσει Kal γνωριμώτερον ποιήσει ἄνθρω- 
4 ~ 3 si Pant 3 2 Φ 4 
mov ἡ ζῶον ἀποδιδούς τῶν δ᾽ ἄλλων ὅ τι av 
“" ; 
gs ἀποδιδῷ τις, ἀλλοτρίως ἔσται ἀποδεδωκώς, οἷον 
»- ~ 3 
λευκόν ἢ τρέχει 7) ὁτιοῦν τῶν τοιούτων ἀποδιδούς 
ὥστε εἰκότως τῶν ἄλλων ταῦτα μόνα οὐσίαι λέ- 
yovrat 
Ww φ ΄ι 4 ¢ 4 § ”~ +f @ 

8. Ἔτι at πρῶται οὐσίαι διὰ τὸ τοῖς ἄλλοις ἅπασιν 
ὑποκεῖσθαι κυριώτατα οὐσίαι λέγονται wes δέ γε 
αἱ πρῶται οὐσίαι πρὸς τὰ ἄλλα πάντα ἔχουσιν, 

4 “ ~ 
OUTW τὰ εἴδη καὶ τὰ γένη τῶν πρώτων οὐσιῶν πρὸς 
, 
τὰ λοιπὰ πάντα ἔχει κατὰ τούτων yap πάντα τὰ 
λοιπὰ κατηγορεῖται τὸν γάρ τινα ἄνθρωπον ἐρεῖς 
5 γραμματικόν οὐκοῦν καὶ ἄνθρωπον καὶ ζῶον γραμ- 
4 3 -- } ~~ 
ματικὸν ἐρεῖς ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
Κοινὸν δὲ κατὰ πάσης οὐσίας τὸ μὴ ἐν ὑπα- 
Τὰ εκ ¢ A 
κειμένῳ εἶναι ἡ μὲν yap πρώτη οὐσία οὔτε ἐν 
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If we turn to the specics themselves, none, unless 
itis also a genus, 1s moe of a substance than another 
No apter description is ‘man’ of a conciete or 
individual man than is ‘ hoise of a concrete hoise 
So also of primaiy substances—none 1s more a sub- 
stance than others For this οἱ that man, ἔοι example, 
could not well be more truly substance than, let us 
say, this or that ox 

Apart, then, fiom primary substances, species and 
genus alone of the things that will then remain over 
are rightly called secondary substance, for they of all 
possible predicates alone define primary substance 
kor only by species or genus can this or that man be 
defined in a fit or appropriate way, and we make 
our definition preciser by stating the species or 
‘man ’ than by stating the genus οἱ ‘ animal’ Any- 
thing else we might state, as, for instance, ‘he runs’ 
or ‘1s white,’ would be foreign from the purpose in 
hand So species and genera only are nghtly 
designated as substance, first substances only 
excepted 

“Substance, again, strictly speaking, applies to 
first substances only, because they not only underlie 
but provide all things else with thew subjects 
Exactly as primary substance 15 1elated to all else 
whatever, so also are genus and species, in which is 
meluded that substance, related to all attirbutes not 
included in genus and species Foi these are the 
subjects of such You may call a man ‘ learned mn 
grammar And, therefore, his species and genus, 
that 1s to say, man and animal, you may also call 
‘learned in grammar ’ And this will be soin all cases 

That τὸ never is present in a subject holds good of 
all substance whatever For what we call prmary 
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3a ς , 3 \ δὰ 3 ε , 
ὑποκειμένω ἐστὶν οὔτε καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου λέγεται 


τῶν δὲ δευτέρων οὐσιῶν φανερὸν μὲν καὶ οὕτως 
10 ὅτι οὐκ εἰσὶν ἐν ὑποκειμέωη ὁ γὰρ ἄνθρωπος 
καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου μὲν τοῦ τινὸς ἀνθρώπου λέγεται, 
ἐν ὑποκειμένω δὲ οὐκ ἔστιν οὐ γὰρ ἐν τῶ τινὶ 
ἀνθρώπω ὃ ἄνθρωπός ἐστιν ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὸ 
ζῶον καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου μὲν λέγεται τοῦ τινὸς 
ἀνθρώπου, οὐκ ἐστι δὲ τὸ ζῶον ἐν τῷ τινὶ ἀν- 
is θρώπω ἐτι δὲ τῶν ἐν ὑποκειμένω ὄντων τὸ μὲν 
ὄνομα οὐδὲν κωλύει κατηγορεῖσθαΐί ποτε τοῦ ὑπο- 
κειμένου, τὸν δὲ λόγον ἀδύνατον τῶν δὲ δευτέρων 
οὐσιῶν κατηγορεῖται καὶ ὃ λόγος κατὰ τοῦ ὑπο- 
κειμένου καὶ τοὔνομα τὸν γὰρ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου λόγον 
κατὰ τοῦ τινὸς ἀνθρώπου κατηγορήσεις, καὶ τὸν 
20. τοῦ ζώου ὡσαύτως ὥστε οὐκ av εἴη ἡ οὐσία 
τῶν ἐν ὑποκειμένω 
Οὐκ ὥτιον δὲ τοῦτο τῆς οὐσίας, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἡ 
διαφορὰ τῶν μὴ ἐν ὑποκειμένω €or τὸ γὰρ 
πεζὸν καὶ τὸ δίπουν καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου μὲν λέγεται 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου, ἐν ὑποκειμένω δὲ οὐκ ἔστιν οὐ γὰρ 
ἐν τῶ ἀνθρώπω ἐστὶ τὸ δίπουν ἡ τὸ πεζόν καὶ 
2, ὁ λόγος δὲ κατηγορεῖται ὁ τῆς διαφορᾶς, καθ᾽ ov 
av λέγηται ἡ διαφορά, οἷον εἰ τὸ πεζὸν κατὰ τοῦ 
ἀνθρώπου λέγεται, καὶ 6 λόγος 6 τοῦ πεζοῦ κατ- 
ηἡγορηθήσεται τοῦ ἀνθρώπου πεζὸν γάρ ἐστιν ὁ 
ἄνθρωπος 
My ταραττέτω δὲ ἡμᾶς τὰ μέρη τῶν οὐσιῶν ὡς 
ἐν ὑποκειμένοις ὄντα τοῖς ὅλοις, μή ποτε ἀναγκασ- 
80 θῶμεν οὐκ οὐσίας αὐτὰ φάσκειν εἶναι οὐ γὰρ οὕτω 
τὰ ἐν ὑποκειμένω ἐλέγετο τὰ WS μέρη ὑπάρχοντα 
Pd 
ἔν τινι 
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substance can neither be present in a subject nor yet 
predicited of one And as for the secondary sub- 
stance, the following points, among otheis, will prove 
it 18 not m a subject We predicate ‘man’ of a 
min, ‘man,’ however, 1s not 2z a subject Tor man- 
hood 15 not zz a man As the species, so also the 
genus For ‘ animal’ 1s also asserted of this or that 
man in particular but cannut be found piesent in 
him Again, we may notice this pout When a 
thmg can be found in a subject, then nothing prevents 
us fiom using its name of the subject in question , 
not so the definition, however And yetofasecondary 
substance both name and definition hold good in the 
case of the subject as well The definition of the 
species (οι man) and that of the genus (or animal) are 
used of an individual man Therefore, substance 1s 
not in a subject 

That they cannot be present in subjects 1s true 
not of substances only but holds of differentiae, too 
Thus we can of the species called “man” asseit 
‘going on foot ’ and two-footed But these are not 
found present init For neither of these 15 77 man 
Where, again, you affirm the differentia, you also 
afhim its definition Suppose of the species called 
“man you should predicate ‘ gomg on foot’ The 
definition also of that attribute then will apply to 
that species Foi‘ man does, indeed, go on foot 

That the parts of the substances are present o1 
found in the wholes as in subjects 15 a fact that need 
hardly disturb us or render us fearful of havmg to 
biand all such parts as no substances Did we not 
qualify ‘ present in a subject by ‘ not as the parts 
in a whole ’? 4 


@ See the definition, 1 a 24 
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Ὑπάρχει δὲ ταῖς οὐσίαις καὶ ταῖς διαφοραῖς τὸ 
f 
πάντα “συνωνύμως ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν λέγεσθαι πᾶσαι γὰρ 


85 αἱ ἀπ᾽ αὐτῶν κατηγορίαι. NTOL κατὰ τῶν ἀτόμων 


κατηγοροῦνται ἢ κατὰ τῶν εἰδῶν ἀπὸ μὲν γὰρ 
τῆς πρώτης οὐσίας οὐδεμία ἐστὶ ns κατ᾽ 
οὐδενὸς γὰρ ὑποκειμένου λέγεται τῶν δὲ δευτέρων 
οὐσιῶν τὸ μὲν εἶδος κατὰ τοῦ ἀτόμου κατηγο- 
ρεῖται, τὸ δὲ γένος καὶ κατὰ τοῦ εἴδους καὶ κατὰ 


”~ 2 , ξ ? ‘ ‘ € X 4 
δυ τοῦ ἀτόμου ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ αἱ διαφοραὶ κατὰ 


τῶν εἰδῶν καὶ κατὰ τῶν ἀτόμων κατηγοροῦνται 
καὶ τὸν λόγον δὲ ἐπιδέχονται αἱ πρῶται οὐσίαι 
τὸν τῶν εἰδῶν καὶ τὸν τῶν γενῶν, καὶ τὸ εἶδος δὲ 
τὸν τοῦ γένους ὅσα γὰρ κατὰ τοῦ κατηγορουμένου 


i é A ‘ ~ ξ 4 © / 
5 λέγεται, πάντα Kal κατὰ τοῦ ὑποκειμένου ῥηθή- 


10 


σεται ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὸν τῶν διαφορῶν λόγον 
ἐπιδέχεται τὰ εἴδη καὶ τὰ ἄτομα συνώνυμα δέ 
γε ἣν ὧν καὶ τοὔνομα κοινὸν καὶ 0 λόγος ὁ αὐτός, 
ὥστε πάντα τὰ ἀπὸ τῶν οὐσιῶν καὶ τὰ ἀπὸ τῶν 
διαφορῶν συνωτύμως λέγεται 

Πᾶσα δὲ οὐσία δοκεῖ τόδε σι σημαίνειν ἐπὶ 
μὲν οὖν τῶν πρώτων οὐσιῶν ἀναμφισβήτητον καὶ 
ἀληθές ἐστιν ὅτι τόδε τι σημαίνει ᾿ὅτομον γὰρ καὶ 
ἕν ἀριθμῶ τὸ δηλούμενόν ἐστιν ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν δευ- 
τέρων οὐσιῶν φαίνεται μὲν ὁμοίως τῶ σχήματι 


16 τῆς προσηγορίας τόδε τι σημαΐνειν, ὁταν εἰπη 


ἄνθραμτον ἡ ζῶον, οὐ μὴν ἀληθές γε, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον 
ποιόν τι σημαίνει οὐ γὰρ ἐν ἐστι τὸ ὑποκείμενον 
ὥσπερ ἡ πρώτη οὐσία, ἀλλὰ κατὰ πολλῶν ὁ 
ἄνθρωτος λέγεται καὶ τὸ ζῶον οὐχ ἁπλῶς δὲ 
ποιόν Te σημαίνει, ὥσπερ τὸ λευκόν οὐδὲν γὰρ 


40 ἄλλο onuatves τὸ λευκὸν ἀλλ᾽ ἢ ποιόν τὸ δὲ εἶδος 
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Differentia and substance alike have this charac- 
tcristicin common that, wherever we predicate them, 
we predicate them univocally For such propositions 
have always individuals οἱ species ἔοι subjects The 
primary substance, no doubt, being never predicated 
ot anything, neve1 itself can be predicate of any pro- 
poution whatever Not so with the secondary sub- 
stince The species is predicated of all individual 
examples, the genus of these and the species And 
so with differentiae also Of species and individuals 
we predicate these τὰ hike manner Both definitions, 
moreover, or those of the genus and species, apply to 
the primary substance and that of the genus to the 
specics For all we affirm of the predicate will also 
be affirmed of the subject The defimtion of each 
differentia applies in a similar manner to both indi- 
viduals and species But, as we have already noticed, 
univocal 1s used of such things as not only possess 
the same name but are also defined the same way 
Hence it follows that in all propositions having sub- 
stance or difference for predicate that predicate 1s 
quite unequivocal 

All substance appears individual And this 1s 
indisputably true in the case of the primary sub- 
stance, What each denotes is a unit In that of 
the secondary substances language may make it 
appear so, as when we say animal, man _ This, 
how ever, 1s not really so, for a quality rather 1s meant 
Second substance 1s not one and single, as, no doubt, 
the pumary is, not of one but of many, indeed, do 
we predicate ‘animal,’ ‘man’ Species and genus, 
however, do not merely indicate quality, as ‘ white’ 
merely indicates quality Accidents, that 1s, hke 
‘white,’ meanaqualitysimplyand merely Butspecies 
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Bb Ἀ 4 ‘4 \ +) ’ A 4 3 Ud 4 
καὶ TO γένος περὶ οὐσίαν TO ποιὸν ἀφορίζει ποιὰν 
/ > 4 “~ \ “~ 
γάρ τινα οὐσίαν onuatver ἐπὶ πλεῖον δὲ τῶ γέ ει 
»-ς A 3 4 ~ ¢ ~ 
7) τῶ cider τὸν ἀφορισμὸν ποιεῖται ὁ γὰρ ζῶον 
εἰπὼν ἐπὶ πλεῖον περιλαμβάνει ἢ ὁ τὸν ἄνθρωπον 
2 “YT πάρχει δὲ ταῖς οὐσίαις καὶ τὸ μηδὲν αὐταῖς 
éi αντίον εἶναι τῆ γὰρ πρώτη οὐσία τί av εἴη 
ἐι αὐτίον, οἵον τῷ τινὶ ἀνθρώπω ἢ τῷ τινὶ ζώω, 
~ > 
οὐδὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἐναντίον οὐδέ ye τῶ ἀνθρώπω 
»" ? 
ἡ τῶ Caw οὐδέν ἐστιν ἐναντίον οὐκ ἴδιον δὲ 
»- -ς > / > Ἁ 4 ? > », »" 
τοῦτο τῆς οὐσίας, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐπ᾽ ἄλλων πολλῶν, 
“ ~ os ~ ‘ 4 
οἵον ἐπὶ τοῦ ποσοῦ τῶ yap διπήχει ἡ τριπήχει 
/ a ~ 
80 οὐδέν ἐστιν ἐναντίον, οὐδέ γε τοῖς δέκα, οὐδὲ τῶν 
’ὔ " ,ὔ 3 7 \ \ ~ 5Ὰ ἢ / 
τοιούτων οὐδενί, εἰ μή τις TO πολὺ τῶ ὀλίγω φαίη 
é 3 “~ ~ aa) 
ἐναντίον εἶναι ἡ TO μέγα τῶ μικρῶ τῶν δὲ 
ἀφωρισμένων ποσῶν οὐδὲν οὐδενὶ ἐναντίον ἐστίν 
a a Ἁ 
Δοκεῖ δὲ ἡ οὐσία μὴ ἐπιδέχεσθαι τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ 
~ ,ὔ 
τὸ ἥττον λέγω δὲ οὐχ ὅτι οὐσία οὐσίας οὐκ ἐστι 
o~ ’ = om 
a5 μᾶλλον οὐσία καὶ ἥττον οὐσία (τοῦτο μὲν yap 
U Ψ ” > 9 ¢ ¢ / 2? # af}? 
είἰρηται ὅτι ἔστιν), ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι ExdoTn οὐσία τοῦθ 
ὅπερ ἐστίν, οὐ λέγεται μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον οἷον εἰ 
/ “ 
ἔστιν αὐτη ἡ οὐσία ἄνθρωπος, οὐκ ἐσται μᾶλλον 
καὶ ἥττον ἄνθρωπος, οὔτε αὐτὸς ἑαυτοῦ οὔτε ἕτερος 
ἑτέρου οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἕτερος ἑτέρου μᾶλλον αν- 
θ [4 \ A ‘ “ ςο +f ~ / 
4a flowmos, ὥσπερ TO λευκὸν ἕτερον ἑτέρου μᾶλλόν 
+ ah A 
ἐστι καὶ ἧττον λευκόν, καὶ καλὸν τερον ἕτέρου 
A 
μᾶλλον καλὸν καὶ ἧττον λέγεται καὶ αὐτὸ δὲ 
αὑτοῦ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον λέγεται, οἷον τὸ σῶμα 
λευκὸν ον μᾶλλον λευκὸν εἶναι λέγεται νῦν ἡ 
/ os \ = 
ὃ πρότερον, Kat θερμὸν ov μᾶλλον θερμὸν Kai ἥττον 
4 / , a Ὄ 
λέγεται ἡ δέ γε οὐσία οὐδὲν μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον 


αὐτὴ Β 
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and genus determine a quality m reference to sub- 
stance They tell you what sort of asubstance Inthe 
cise of the genus, however, such determining qualifi- 
cation will cover a much wider field than 1t does in the 
case of the species Say ‘ animal’, you comprehend 
more than you would, if instead you said ‘man Ὁ 

Substances nevei have contiaries How could first 
substances have them—this man, for example, that 
animal? Nothing 1s contrary to them And species 
and genus have none’ This particulai characteristic 
belongs not to substance alone Tor it holds of a good 
miny things and, among them, for instance, of quan- 
tity Two cubits long’ has no contrary , neither 
has ‘ thiee cubits long , nor has ‘ ten’ nor yet any- 
thing lke it, unless, indeed, someone should say 
‘large and small,’ “much and ‘little’ are con- 
tranies Definite quantities, however, can certainly 
nevci have contrazies 

No substance, it seers, has degrees οἱ admits of a 
more and a less I do not mean here that one sub- 
stance may not be mote truly called substance, less 
tiuly called substance, than otheis , deed, we have 
said that 1t may But I mean that no substance as 
such can admit of degiees initself For example, the 
same substance, man, cannot really be more or less 
man as compaied with himself οἱ another This man 
15. not more man than that, as one white thing 1s more 
or less white than another white object may be or, 
again, as one beautiful object has more or less beauty 
than others The same quality in the same object 
may vary at times in degree For example, a 
body, if white, is called white: just now than it 
was or, 18 waim, is called more οἱ less warm But 
a substance 15 not more or less of whatever, qua 
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a # 3 & Ἁ , “-ο ~, ἌΡ 
λέγεται οὐδὲ γὰρ ἀνθρωπος μᾶλλον νῦν ἄνθρωπος 
ὴ πρότερον λέγεται, οὐδέ γε τῶν ἄλλων οὐδέν, ὅσα 
ἐστὶν οὐσίαι ὥστε οὐκ ἂν ἐπιδέχοιτο ἡ οὐσία 
τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον 

in Δίάλιστα δὲ ἰδιον τῆς οὐσίας δοκεῖ εἶναι τὸ 
ταὐτὸν καὶ ἕν ἀριθμῶ ὃν τῶν ἐναντίων εἶναι δεκ- 
τικόν, οἷον ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν ἄλλων οὐκ ἀν ἔχοι τις τὸ 
τοιοῦτο προενεγκεῖν, ὅσα μή εἰσιν οὐσίαι, ὃ ἕν 
ἀριθμῶ ὃν τῶν ἐναντίων δεκτικόν ἐστιν, OLOV τὸ 
χρῶμα, ὁ ἐστιν ἕν καὶ ταὐτὸν τῶ ἀριθμῶ, οὐκ 

15 ἔσται λευκὸν καὶ μέλαν, οὐδ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ πρᾶξις καὶ 
μία τῶ ἀριθμῶ οὐκ ἔσται φαύλη καὶ σπουδαία 
ὡσαύτως ὃὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, ὅσα μή εἶσιν 
οὐσίαι ἡ δέ γε οὐσία ἕν καὶ ταὐτὸν ἀριθμῷ ὃν 
δεκτικὸν τῶν ἐναντίων ἐστίν, οἷον 6 τὶς ἄνθρωπος, 

on εἰς καὶ 6 αὐτὸς ὦν, ὁτὲ μὲν λευκὸς ὁτὲ δὲ μέλας 
γάεται, καὶ θερμὸς καὶ ψυχρός, καὶ φαῦλος καὶ 
σπουδαῖος ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἄλλων οὐδενὸς φαίνεται 
τὸ τοιοῦτον, εἰ μή τις ἐνίσταιτο τὸν λόγον καὶ 
τὴν δόξαν φάσκων τῶν ἐναντίων elvar δεκτικά 
ὁ γὰρ αὐτὸς λόγος ἀληθὴς καὶ ψευδὴς εἶναι δοκεῖ, 

2,ovov εἰ ἀληθὴς ein 6 λόγος τὸ καθῆσθαΐί τινα, 
ἀναστάντος αὐτοῦ ὁ αὐτὸς ovros λόγος ψευδὴς 
έσται ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς δόξης εἰ , γάρ 
τις ἀληθῶς δοξάζοι τὸ καθῆσθαί τινα, ἀναστάντος 
αὐτοῦ ψευδῶς δοξάσει, τὴν αὐτὴν ἔχων περὶ αὐτοῦ 
δόξαν εἰ δέ τις καὶ τοῦτο παραδέχοιτο, ἀλλὰ τῶ 
γε τρόπω διαφέρει τὰ μὲν γὰρ ἐπὶ τῶν οὐσιῶν 

80 αὐτὰ μεταβάλλοντα δεκτικὰ τῶν ἐναντίων ἐστί 

ψυχρὸν γὰρ ἐκ θερμοῦ γενόμενον μετέβαλεν (ἡλ- 
οἴωται γάρ) καὶ μέλαν ἐκ λευκοῦ καὶ σπουδαῖον 
* Jrue at one time and false at another 
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substance, itis For a manis not more of a man than 
he was at some time in the past And so of all 
substances else Therefore, substance can have no 
degrees 

But whatis most characteristic of substance appears 
to be this that, although it remains, notwithstand- 
ing, numerically one and the same, 1t 15 capable of 
being the recipient of contrary qualifications Of 
things that are other than substance we could hardly 
adduce an example possessed of this characteristic 
For instance, a particular colour, numerically one and 
the same, can 1n no wise be both black and white, and 
an action, if one and the same, can in no wise be 
both good and bad So of everything other than 
substance But substance, remaining the same, yet 
admits of such contrary qualities One and the same 
individual at one time is white, warm or good, at 
anothe: time blach, cold or bad This is not so with 
anything else, though τὸ mght be maintained that 
assertions or opmions admitted of contraries That 
is to say, the same statement may appeai to be 
both true and false? ‘He sits’ may, for instance, 
be true If he mses, 1t then becomes false And 
so with opimons as well One may be of opmion, 
and truly, that such or such person is sitting 
And yet, when that person has risen, that opmion, 
if held still, is false Even though we allow 
this exception, 1t would differ, in fact, from the rest 
in its manner of coming about For whenever a 
substance admits of such contrary qualifications, 1t 1s 
by achange initself Itis by a change im itself that 
a thing that was hot becomes cold (having passed 
fiom one state to another) or a thing that was white 
becomes black or a thing that was good becomes bad 
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ἐκ φαύλυ ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν άλλων 
ἕκαστον αὐτῶν μεταβολὴν δεχόμενον τῶν ἐναν- 
τίων δεκτικόν ἐστιν ὁ δὲ λόγος καὶ ἡ δόξα αὖτα 
8. μὲν ἀκίνητα πάντη πάντως διαμένει, τοῦ δὲ πράγ- 
ee κινουμένου τὸ ἐναντίον περὶ αὐτὰ γίνεται 
ὁ μὲν γὰρ λόγος διαμένει ὁ αὐτὸς τὸ καθῆσθαι 
ἀν τίνα, τοῦ δὲ τράγματος κινηθέντος ὁτὲ μὲν ἀληθὴς 
ὁτὲ δὲ ψευδὴς λέγεται ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς 
δόξης ὥστε τῶ τρόπω γε ίδιον ἀν εἴη τῆς οὐσίας 
τὸ κατὰ τὴν ἑαυτῆς μεταβολὴν δεκτικὴν τῶν 
ἐναντίων εἶναι 
Ki δή" τις καὶ ταῦτα παραδέχοιτο, τὸν λόγον καὶ 
δ τὴν δόξαν δεκτικὰ τῶν ἐναντίων εἶναι, οὐκ ἔστιν 
ἀληθὲς τοῦτο ὁ γὰρ λόγος καὶ ἡ δόξα οὐ τῶ 
αὐτὰ δέχεσθαί τι τῶν ἐναντίων εἶναι δεκτικὰ 
λέγεται, ἀλλὰ τῶ περὶ ἐτερόν τι τὸ πάθος γεγε- 
τιῆσθαι τῶ γὰρ τὸ πρᾶγμα εἶναι ἢ μὴ εἶναι 
τούτω καὶ ὃ λόγος ἀληθὴς ἡ ψευδὴς εἶναι λέγεται, 
wot τῷ αὐτὸς δεκτικὸς εἶναι τῶν ἐναντίων ἁπλῶς 
γὰρ οὐθὲν ὑπ᾽ οὐδενὸς οὔτε 6 λόγος κινεῖται οὔτε 
ἡ δόξα, ὥστε οὐκ ἂν ein δεκτικὰ τῶν ἐναντίων 
μηδενὸς ἐν αὐτοῖς γινομένου πάθους ἡ δέ γε 
οὐσία τῶ αὐτὴ τὰ ἐναντία δέχεσθαι, τούτω δεκτικὴ 
τῶι ἐναντίων εἶναι λέγεται νόσον γὰρ καὶ ὑγίειαν 
1s δέχεται, καὶ λευκότητα καὶ μελανίαν καὶ ἕκαστον 
τῶν τοιούτων αὐτὴ δεγομένη τῶν ἐναντίων εἶναι 
δεκτικὴ λέγεται ὥστε ίδιον av οὐσίας εἴη τὸ 
ταὐτὸν καὶ ἕν ἀριθμῶ ον δεκτικὸν εἶναι τῶν ἐναν- 
τίων κατὰ τὴν ἑαυτῆς μεταβολήν περὶ μὲν οὖν 
οὐσίας τοσαῦτα εἰρήσθω 
2. VI Τοῦ δὲ ποσοῦ τὸ μέν ἐστι διωρισμένον, τὸ 
1 δέ Β 
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4nd so, too, in all other cases where substance admits 
of such qualities The statement or opimon, how- 
ever, 1¢mains in itself quite unaltered in any and 
every respect Ifit takes on the contrary quality, 
bemg now true and now false, then the facts of the 
case will have changed For the statement ‘he 
sits’ 1s unchanged, but according to existing con- 
ditions we call it now true and now false As with 
statements, so, too, with opmmons In its manner, 
then, of coming about 1115 1eally peculiar to substance 
to admit of the conti a1 y qualities—to wit, by a change 
in itself 

If a man, then, should make an exception in favour 
of opinions and statements, maintaming that these 
admit also of contrary qualifications, his view would, 
intiuth,be unsound If opimions and statements are 
said to admit of such qualifications, the fact 1s that 
not they themselves but that something else undeigoes 
change ἴοι it 1s by the tacts of the case, by their 
being or not being so, that a statement 1s called true 
οἱ false Itis not that the statement itself can admit 
of such contiary qualities For nothing, in one word, 
can alter the nature of opinions and statements, and, 
seeing no change occurs in them, they cannot admit 
of such contraties But substance admits of such 
contraries by having received them itself 1 alter- 
nately takes to itself health, disease, whiteness, 
blackness, the hhe By receiving them into itself 
is 1t said to admit of such contraizies So, to conclude, 
we may call this above all distinctive of substance, 
that, remaining still one and the same, 1t may yet 
through a change im itself receive contrary quali- 
fications Let so much on substance suffice 

VI To quantity let us turn next This 1s either 
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4b 
δὲ συνεχές, καὶ τὸ μὲν ἐκ θέσιν ἐχόντων πρὸς 


ἄλληλα τῶν ἐν αὑτοῖς μορίων συνέστηκε, τὸ δὲ 
οὐκ ἐξ ἐχόντων θέσιν ἔστι δὲ διωρισμένον μὲν 
οἷον ἀριθμὸς καὶ λόγος, συνεχὲς δὲ οἷον γραμμή, 
25 ἐπιφάνεια, σῶμα, ἔτι δὲ “παρὰ ταῦτα χρόνος καὶ 
τόπος τῶν μὲν γὰρ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ μορίων οὐδείς 
ἐστι κοινὸς ὅρος, πρὸς ὃν συνάπτει τὰ μόρια 
αὐτοῦ, οἷον τὰ πέντε εἰ ἔστι τῶν δέκα μόριον, 
πρὸς οὐδένα κοινὸν ὁρον συνάπτει τὰ πέντε καὶ 
τὰ πέντε, ἀλλὰ διώρισται, καὶ τὰ τρία γε καὶ τὰ 
80 ἑπτὰ πρὸς οὐδένα κοινὸν ὅρον συνάπτει οὐδ᾽ 
ὅλως ἂν ἔχοις ἐπ᾽ ἀριθμοῦ κοινὸν ὁρον λαβεῖν τῶν 
μορίων, ἀλλ᾽ ἀεὶ διώρισται ὥστε ὃ μὲν ἀριθμὸς 
τῶν διωρισμένων ἐστίν ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ὁ λόγος 
τῶν διωρισμένων ἐστίν ὅτι μὲν γὰρ ποσόν ἐστιν 
ὁ λόγος, φανερόν καταμετρεῖται γὰρ συλλαβῆ 
8 βραχεία καὶ μακρᾶ λέγω δὲ αὐτὸν τὸν μετὰ 
φωνῆς λόγον γιγνόμενον πρὸς οὐδένα γὰρ κοινὸν 
ὅρον αὐτοῦ τὰ μόρια συνάπτει οὐ γὰρ ἔστι κοινὸς 
ὅρος πρὸς ὃν αἵ συλλαβαὶ συνάπτουσιν, ἀλλ᾽ 
Ba ἑκάστη διώρισται αὐτὴ καθ᾽ αὑτήν 
‘H δὲ γραμμὴ συνεχής ἐστιν ἔστι γὰρ λαβεῖν 
κοινὸν όρον πρὸς ὃν τὰ μόρια αὐτῆς συνάπτει, 
στιγμήν, καὶ τῆς ἐπιφανείας γραμμήν τὰ γὰρ τοῦ 
ἐπιπέδου μόρια, πρός τινα κοινὸν ὅρον συνάπτει 
δ ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ σώματος ἔχοις av λαβεῖν 
κοινὸν ὅρον, γραμμὴν ἢ ἐπιφάνειαν, πρὸς ἃ τὰ 





α [hese divisions are not co-extensive Line, plane and 
sohd and space are all called continuous quantities all, 
too, consist of such parts as have interrelated positions 
Time 1s a continuous quantity , its parts have, however, no 
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diserete or continuous Some quantities, moreover, 
consist of such parts as have relative positions in refer- 
«nce each to the others, while otheis, on the contiary, 
consist of such paits as have no such positions? Of 
quantitus that aie discrete we may here instance 
numbei and speech, of quantities that are continuous 
line superficies and solid, to which time and place 
inay be added Consider the parts of a number 
You find there 1s no common limit at which they may 
jJomnorumte For example, two fives will make ten 
Ihese, however, are wholly distinct, there is no 
common limit whatever at which these two fives 
eoalesce And the same with the parts three and 
seven And, indeed, in the case of all numbers you 
neve1 will find such a boundary, common to any two 
parts for the parts remain ever distinct Thus 1s 
numbei discrete, not continuous The same may be 
sud about speech, if by speech the spoken word 1s 
intended Being measured in long and short syl- 
lables, speech 1s an evident quantity, whose paits 
possess no conmon boundary No common hmit 
exists, where those parts—that 1s, syllables—join 
Each, mndeed, is distinct from the rest 

A lime 1s, however, continuous Here we discover 
that mit of which we have just now been speaking 
This hmuit οἱ termis a point So itis witha plane or 
asolid Their parts also have such a lmit—a line in 
the case of the former, a line or a plane in the latter 


positions in refcrence the one to the other See the following 
from the summary by Waitz ‘quod quantum est id vel 
discretum esse (numerus, oratio) vel continuum (linea, 
superficies, corpus, tempus, spatium) exemplis demon- 
stratur,’ and * linea, supcrficies, corpus et spatium constant 
e partibus positionem quandam inter se habentibus, non ita 
numerus, tempus et oratio 
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~ [4 f ἃ Vis Sut td 
TOU σώματος μόριω συνάπτει ἔστι δὲ καὶ ὁ χρόνος 


καὶ 6 τόπος τῶν τοιούτων 6 γὰρ νῦν κρόιος 
συνάπτει πρὸς τὸν παρεληλυθότα καὶ τὸν μέλ- 
λοντα πάλιν ὃ τόπος τῶι συνεχῶν ἐστί τόπον 
10 γάρ τινα τὰ τοῦ σώματος μόρια κατέχει, ἃ πρός 
τα κοινὸν ὅροι συιάπτει οὐκοῦν καὶ τὰ τοῦ 
τόπου μόρια, ἃ καπέχει έκαστον τῶν τοῦ σώματος 
μορίων, πρὸς τὸν αὐτὸν ὅρον συνάπτει πρὸς ὃν 
καὶ τὰ τοῦ σώματος μόρια ὥστε συνεχὴς ἂν εἴη 
καὶ 6 τόπος πρὸς γὰρ ἕνα κοινὸν ὁρον αὐτοῦ τὰ 
μόρια συιάπτει 
1 Ἔτι δὲ τὰ μὲν ἐκ θέσιν ἐχόντων πρὸς ἀλληλα 
τῶν ἐν αὑτοῖς μορίων συνέστηκε, τὰ δὲ οὐκ ἐξ 
ἐχόιτων θέσιν, οἷον τὰ μὲν τῆς γραμ"ιῆς μόρια 
θέσιν ἔχει πρὸς ἄλληλα έκαστον γὰρ αὐτῶν κεῖταί 
που, καὶ ἔχοις ἂν διαλαβεῖν καὶ ἀποδοῦναι ὅπου 
ἕκαστον κεῖται ἐν τῶ ἐπιπέδω καὶ πρὸς ποῖον 
90 μόριον τῶν λοιπῶν συνάπτει ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὰ 
τοῦ ἐπιπέδου μόρια θέσιν ἔχει τινά ὁμοίως. γὰρ 
ἂν ἀποδοθείη ἕκαστον ov κεῖται, καὶ ποῖα συνάπτει 
πρὸς ἄλληλα καὶ τὰ τοῦ στερεοῦ δὲ ὡσαύτως, 
καὶ τὰ τοῦ τοποῦ ἐπὶ δέ γε τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ οὐκ ἀν 
2 ἔχοι τις ἐπιδεῖξαι ὡς τὰ μόρια αὐτοῦ θέσιν τινὰ 
έχει πρὸς ἄλληλα ἢ κεῖταί που, ἡ ποῖά γε πρὸς 
ἄλληλα συνάπτει τῶν μορίων οὐδὲ τὰ τοῦ χρόνου 
ὑπομένει γὰρ οὐδὲν τῶν τοῦ χρόνου μορίων ὁ δὲ 
μή ἐστιν ὑπομένον, πῶς av τοῦτο θέσιν τινὰ ἔχοι, 
ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον τάξιν τινὰ εἶποις av ἔχειν τῶ τὸ μὲν 
80 πρότερον εἶναι τοῦ χρόνου τὸ δ᾽ ὕστερον καὶ ἐπὶ 
τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ δὲ ὡσαύτως τῶ τὸ ἕν πρότερον ἀριθ- 
μεῖσθαι τῶν δύο καὶ τὰ δύο τῶν τριῶν καὶ οὕτω 
τάξιν τινὰ ἂν ἔχοι, θέσιν δὲ οὐ πάνυ λάβοις ἂν 
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Again time and space aie continuous Time 15 a 
whole ind continuous, the present, past, future are 
linked Space 1s also this kind of a quantity For 
sceing the puts of a solid themselves occupy so 
much space and these parts have a limit in common, 
it follows the parts of space also, which those paits 
themselves occupy, have exactly the same common 
limit οἱ term as the parts of the sohd ΑΒ 1s time, so 
1s space, then, continuous the paits meet at one 
common boundary 

All quantities are made up of parts, and those 
parts as we saw, have position in reference one to 
another or else they have no such position The 
paits of a line, for example, must all have their 
relative places Each without doubt, must he some- 
mhere, and each can be clearly distinguished You 
can say where each lies on the plane and to what 
suit of pait it τὰ next So the parts of the plane 
have position again you can say where each hes 
and to what sort of paitsitis next This 1s true, too, 
of sohds and spice But the case of a number 1s 
different You never could show that its puts are 
possessed of thar relative places οἱ even so much 
ashaveplaces Nor could you determine which parts 
ue contiguous οἱ adjacent to which And the same 
may be sud of time also Fo. no part of time 1s 
enduing And how can what docs not endure well 
be said to have any position? Of time it were bettei 
to say that the parts have a relative onde, since one 
paitis prior to anothe: And so, in hkhe manner, of 
number, for numbers are prior in the counting, as 
one p1loi to two, two to three Thus of number also 
we may saj that the parts have a relative order but 
certainly have no positions This, also, will hold 
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5a ; hs 
καὶ 6 λόγος δὲ ὡσαύτως οὐδὲν yap ὑπομένει τῶν 


᾿ 5 ~*~ > 5» f / 4 >] é » 
3, μορίων αὐτοῦ, ἀλλ᾽ εἰρηταί τε καὶ οὐκ ἐστιν ἔτι 
΄- - n a ἢ ~ f 
τοῦτο λαβεῖν, wore οὐκ ἂν εἴη θέσις τῶν μορίων 
“ςἾ ΤᾺ κεν 3 ‘a 
αὐτοῦ, elye μηδὲν ὑπομένει τὰ μὲν οὖν ἐκ θέσιν 
~ ᾽ὔ 4 4 > + 
ἐχόιτων τῶν μορίων συνέστηκε, τὰ δὲ οὐκ ἐξ 
ἐχόντων θέσιν 
” , A 4 ~ ’ 7 A > 7 
Kupiws δὲ ποσὰ ταῦτα μόνα λέγεται τὰ εἰρημένο, 
4 4 / 7 4 ᾽ ? γον 
δυτὰ δὲ ἄλλα πάντα κατὰ συμβεβηκός εἰς ταῦτα 
γὰρ ἀποβλέποντες καὶ τάλλα ποσὰ λέγομεν, οἷον 
Ἁ il 4 7 ~ 4 $ ? + 
πολὺ τὸ λευκὸν λέγεται TH THY ἐπιφάνειαν πολλὴν 
~ A ~ 4 
εἶναι, Kal ἡ πρᾶξις μακρὰ τῶ ye τὸν χρόνον πολὺν 
ων Ἀ ¢ / , 45 4 > ¢€ 4 
εἶαι, καὶ ἡ κίνησις πολλή οὐ yap καθ᾽ αὑτὸ 
f “ 3 ~ 
δ έκαστον τούτων ποσὸν λέγεται otov ἐὰν ἀποδιδῶ 
΄“.,» 7 “- / ~ 
τις πόση τις ἡ πρᾶξίς ἐστι, TH χρόνω ὁριεῖ, 
> ’ > 
ἐιιαυσιαΐαν ἡ οὕτω πως ἀποδιδούς Kal TO λευκὸν 
b »“: " fa - ἠὲ 
ποσόν τι ἀποδιδοὺς TH ἐπιφανεία ὁριεῖ ὅση γὰρ 
, % / ~ -~ 
av ἡ ἐπιφάνεια ἢ, τοσοῦτον καὶ TO λευκὸν φήσειεν 
ἂν εἶναι ὥστε μόνα κυρίως καὶ καθ᾽ αὑτὰ ποσὰ 
10 λέγεται τὰ εἰρημέια, τῶν δὲ ἄλλων οὐδὲν καθ᾽ 
¢ # % 3 3 xy 4 ¢ 
αὑτό, ἀλλ᾽ εἰ apa, κατὰ συμβεβηκός 
FE, ~ Fad " 7 4 3 , > A A 
τι τῷ ποσῶ οὐδέν ἐστιν ἐναντίον ἐπὶ μὲν 
4 ~ > 
yap τῶν ἀφωρισμένων φανερὸν ὅτι οὐδέν ἐστιν 
3 / ~ ? on 
ἐναντίον, οἷον τῶ διπήχει 7 τριπήχει ἡ TH ἐπι- 
7 4 ~ 
gaveia ἡ τῶν τοιούτων τινί οὐδὲν γάρ ἐστιν 
“ 3 f ~ 
αὐτοῖς ἐναντίον, εἰ μὴ ἄρα τὸ πολὺ τῶ ὀλίγω 
“ > ,ὔ “ ἂν 
16 φαίη τις εἶναι ἐναντίον ἡ τὸ μέγα τῶ μικρῶ 
? \ > ’ > 4 9 4 ot 7] 
τούτων δὲ οὐδέν ἐστι ποσὸν ἀλλὰ τῶν πρός τι 
οὐδὲν γὰρ αὐτὸ καθ᾽ αὑτὸ μέγα λέ ) ΄ 
γὰρ αὐτὸ καθ᾽ αὑτὸ μέγα λέγεται ἡ μικρόν, 
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good of speech, for the parts have no lasting exist- 
ence Pronounce them, and then they are gone, 
so that, since they pass out of existence, they cannot 
have place or position Of quantities, then, to sum 
up, some consist of parts having position and others 
of parts that have not 

The things we have mentioned alone can be called 
in the strictest sense quantities Other things that 
are so called are so called in a secondary sense—with 
an eye to some one of the former To take an 
example ortwo <A white objectis often called laige, 
since the surface 1t covers 15 large, an action or pro- 
cess called long, since the time that 1t occupies 1s long 
The name ‘ quantity ’ cannot be given to such things 
as of then own night Someone asks you ἡ how long 
was that action?’ You mention the time that 1t 
tooh, as ‘it lasted a year or the hke Someone 
asks you ‘how large is that white thing?’ You 
mention the sufaceit covers As large as the surface 
it coveis, so large, you will say, that white object 
The things, then, refered to alone in themselves can 
be stuictly called quantities, other things thus desig- 
nated can only lay claim to that name, if at all, ina 
secondary sense—in a sort of derivative fashion and 
not from their intrinsic nature 

Quant ties never have contraries This will be 
perfectly clear in the case of all definite quantities, 
whereby I mean for example, ‘two cubits’ or 
‘ three cubits long or a surface or something of that 
soit These, it is clear, have no contraries But 
possibly someone may say, great and ‘small,’ 
‘much ’ and ‘little’ are contraries These are, how- 
ever, more properly regarded as terms of relation 
as such, things are not great or small They are so 
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5b ~ δ \ 
ἀλλὰ τῶ πρὸς érepov ἀναφέρεσθαι, οἷον ὄρος μὲν 


μικρὸν λέγεται, κέγχρος δὲ μεγάλη τῶ τὴν μὲν 
20 τῶν ὁμογενῶν μείζονα εἶναι, τὸ δὲ ἔλαττον τῶν 
ὁμογενῶν οὐκοῦν πρὸς έτερον ἡ ἀναφορά, ἐπεὶ 
εἰγε καθ᾽ αὑτὸ μικρὸν ἣ μέγα ἐλέγετο, οὐκ ἂν 
ποτε TO lel ὄρος μικρὸν ἐλέγετο, ἡ δὲ κέγχρος 
μεγάλη πάλιν ἐν μὲν τῇ κώμη φαμὲν πολλοὺς 
ἀιθρώπους εἶναι, ἐν ᾿Αθήναις δὲ ὀλίγους πολ- 
» λαπλασίους αὐτῶν ὄντας, καὶ ἐν μὲν τῆ οἰκία πολ- 
λούς, ἐν δὲ τῶ θεάτρω ὀλίγους πολλῶ πλείους 
ὄντας ἔτι τὸ μὲν δίπηχυ καὶ τρίπηχυ καὶ ἕκαστον 
τῶν τοιούτων ποσὸν onpaiver, τὸ δὲ “μέγα ἢ μικρὸν 
οὐ σημαΐνει ποσὸν ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον πρός τι πρὸς γὰρ 
ἕτερον θεωρεῖται τὸ μέγα καὶ τὸ μικρόν ὥστε 
φαιερὸν ὅτι ταῦτα τῶν πρός τί ἐστιν 
τι ἐάν τε τιθῇ τις ταῦτα ποσὰ εἶναι ἐάν τε 
μὴ τιθῆ, οὐκ ἔστων αὐτοῖς ἐναντίον οὐδέν 6 γὰρ 
μή ἐστιν αὐτὸ καθ᾽ αὑτὸ λαβεῖν ἀλλὰ πρὸς ἕτερον 
ἀναφέρεται, πῶς av dain τις τούτω τι ἐναντίον, 
ἔτι δὲ εἰ ἔσται τὸ μέγα καὶ τὸ μικρὸν ἐναντία, 
συμβήσεται τὸ αὐτὸ ἅμα τὰ ἐναντία ἐπιδέχεσθαι 
καὶ αὐτὰ ἑαυτοῖς εἶναι ἐναντία συμβαίνει γάρ 
ποτε ἅμα τὸ αὐτὸ μέγα τε καὶ μικρὸν εἶναι ἐστι 
γὰρ πρὸς μὲν τοῦτο μικρόν, πρὸς éTepov δὲ τὸ 
αὐτὸ τοῦτο μέγα ὥστε τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ μέγα καὶ 
μικρὸν κατὰ τὸν αὐτὸν xpdvov εἶναι συμβαδνει 
6a ὥστε ἅμα τὰ ἐναντία ἐπιδέχεσθαι ἀλλ΄ οὐδὲν 
δοκεῖ ἅμα τὰ ἐναντία ἐπιδέχεσθαι, οἷον ἐπὶ τῆς 
οὐσίας δεκτικὴ μὲν τῶν ἐναντίων δοκεῖ εἶναι, 
ἀλλ᾽ οὔτι γε ἅμα νοσεῖ καὶ ὑγιαψει ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ 
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by compazison only Thus a hill is called small, a 
oan lirge, but we 1eally mean greater or smaller 
than similar things of the lind, for we look to some 
extanal standard If such terms were used ab- 
solutely, we nevei should call a hill small, as we never 
should call a grain large So, again, we may ve1y 
well say that a village Nae many ahabitadts. a eity 
hike Athens but few , though the latter are many times 
moire, or we say that a house contains many, while 
those nm the theatre are few, though they greatly 
outnumbei the others While ‘ two cubits,’ ‘ thee 
cubits long and the like, therefore, ugmfy quantity, 
‘great,’ small’ and the hike sigmfy not a quantity 
but rather a relation, implying some exteinal stand ird 
οἱ something above and beyond them The latter, 
then, plainly are relative 

Quantities, moreovel, or not, there is nothing that 
is contiary to them Fo. what 1s not grasped by 
itself but refered to some external standad—how 
suppose that can have any contrary * Secondly, sup- 
pose we allow “ gieat and ‘small’ and the lhe to be 
contraiies, then the same subject, 1t follows, at one 
and the same time admits of the contrary qualifica- 
tions and things to themselves will be contrary Does 
it not sometimes occur that the same thing 1s both 
great and small? As compared with one thing, 1t 1s 
small, χ 1s great, as compaied with anothe: And 
so the same thing simultaneously comes to be both 
gieat and small or at one and the same time admits 
of the contiary qualifications But in dealing with 
substance we stated that nothing can thus “sumul- 
taneously admit of such quahfications Substance, 
no doubt, 1s 1eceptive of contrary qualifications, but 
not in such way that a man at the same time 15 both 
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6 ἣχ 4 A / 2 4 , 3 > Δ ἢ fom , 
evKov καὶ μέλαν ἐστὶν ἄμα ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲ τῶν ἄλλων 
δέ > a f 4 bi / ? ‘4 A 
δοῦδέν ἐστιν ὃ ἅμα τὰ ἐναντία ἐπιδέχεται καὶ 
> A 3 e ~ , 5 , ? f 
αὐτὰ δ᾽ ἑαυτοῖς συμβαίνει ἐναντία εἶναι εἰ yap 
3 t ~ ~ A 
ἐστι TO μέγα τῷ μικρῶ ἐναντίον, τὸ δ᾽ αὐτό ἐστιν 
dd ‘ ¢ οὶ 
ἅμα μέγα καὶ μικρόν, αὐτὸ ἑαυτῶ ein av ἐναντίον 
ἀλλὰ τῶν ἀδυιάτων ἐστὶν αὐτὸ ἑαυτῶ εἶναί τι 
> , A ~ “~ 
ἐναντίον οὐκ ἔστιν apa TO μέγα τῶ μικρῶ 
bl 4 3 4 4 4 lan 3 ἢ Lyd 3 \ 
ἐναντίοι, οὐδὲ TO πολὺ TH ὀλίγω ὥστε εἰ Kal 
\ “ 7, “- “- ~ ~ 
ny τῶν πρός TL ταῦτά τις ἐρεῖ ἀλλὰ TOU ποσοῦ, 
οὐδὲν ἐναντίον ἕξει 
- \ [2 > f ~ “ ‘ 4 
Μάλιστα δὲ ἡ ἐναντιότης τοῦ ποσοῦ περὶ Tov 
la “ “ 
τόπον δοκεῖ ὑπάρχεν τὸ γὰρ ἄνω τῶ κάτω 
f 
ἐναντίον τιθέασι, THY πρὸς TO μέσον χώραν κάτω 
4 3 ’ σι 
λέγοντες διὰ τὸ πλείστην τῶ μέσω διάστασιν πρὸς 
“-- ͵ ? \ 
1δ τὰ πέρατα τοῦ κόσμου εἶναι ἐοίκασι δὲ Kal τὸν 
~ 4 
τῶν ἄλλων ἐναντίων ὁρισμὸν ἀπὸ τούτων ἐπι- 
7 Ἁ Ἀ “ > / / ~ 
φέρειν τὰ yap πλεῖστον ἀλλήλων διεστηκότα τῶν 
os ~ / 
ἐν τῶ αὐτῶ γένει ἐναντία ὁρίζονται 
» \ , ~ 
2 Οὐ δοκεῖ δὲ τὸ ποσὸν ἐπιδέχεσθαι τὸ μᾶλλον 
καὶ ἥττον, οἷον τὸ δίτηχυ οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἕτερον 
¢ fF ~ / Δ. > A “~ > on 
ἑτέρου μᾶλλον dimnyv οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ τοῦ ἀριθμοῦ, 
οἷον τὰ τρία τῶν πέντε οὐδὲν μᾶλλον τὰ τρία, 
οὐδὲ τὰ πέντε τῶν τριῶν οὐδὲ χρόνος ετερος 
¢ f/f ~ / f 299 3.4 
ἑτέρου μᾶλλον χρόνος εἶναι λέγεται οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ 


σ « The extremities ’ apparently refers to the circumference 
taken as a whole 

> The meaning I give to this sentence the context appears 
to require But the text must, I think, be corrupt 
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sick and healthy, a thing black and white simul- 
taneously Neithcr can anything else be at any time 
thus qualified Then,if great,’ ‘small’ and so forth 
were contrary these to themselves would be contrary 
Grantcd for argument’s sake both that ἡ gieat ἦ15 the 
contrary of ‘small’ and that one and the same thing 
can be at the same moment both great and small, 

gieat’ or ‘small’ to itself will be contrary This 
is, however, impossible nothing to itself can be con- 
trary Therefore, we cannot describe ‘ great’ and 
‘small’ ‘ much’ and ‘little’ as contraries Neither 
could such terms have contraries, even though some- 
one should call them terms not of relation but of 
quantity 

In dealing with space, the contention that quantity 
admits of a contrary seems to have most plausibility 
‘ Above’ and ‘ below ’ are called contraries, when by 
‘below ’ what 1s meant 1s the region or space at the 
eentie This use is, however, de1ived fiom the view 
that we take of the world, since it 1s at the extremities 
of the world that the distance from the centre 1s the 
greatest * Indeed, in defining αἰΐ contraries, we seem 
to have space in oui minds For we call those things 
contrary which, being also within the same class, are 
most distant the one from the other 

Quantities do not appear to admit of a more and 
aless For example, take ‘two cubits long Now, 
this nevei admits of gradations A thing 1s not two 
cubits long in a gieater degree than another And 
so, m like manner, of numbers One three 15 not, 
so to speak, three in a greater degree than another , 
one five 1s not, so to speak, five in a gieater degree 
than another ὃ One period of time 1s, moreovei, not 
more of a time than anothe: Nor of any other 
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8a 
ὦ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅλως οὐδενὸς τὸ μᾶλλοι καὶ τὸ 


ἧττον λέγεται ὥστε καὶ τὸ ποσὸν οὐκ ἐπιδέχεται 
τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ τὸ ἥττον 
Ἴδιον δὲ μάλιστα, τοῦ ποσοῦ τὸ ἴσον τε καὶ 
ἄνισον "λέγεσθαι ἕκαστον γὰρ τῶν εἰρημένων 
ποσῶν ἴσον τε καὶ ἄνισον λέγεται, οἷον σῶμα καὶ 
ἴσον καὶ ἄνισον λέγεται, καὶ χρόνος καὶ loos καὶ 
80 ἄνισος ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων τῶν 
ῥηθέντων ἕκαστον ίσον τε καὶ ἄτισον λέγεται τῶν 
δὲ λοιπῶν ὅσα μή ἐστι ποσά, οὐ πάνυ ἂν δόξαι 
ion τε καὶ ἄνισα λέγεσθαι, οἷον ἡ διάθεσις οὐ 
πάνυ ton τε καὶ ἄνισος λέγεται, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον 
ὁμοία, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν σον τε καὶ ἄνισον οὐ πάνυ, 
ὃν ἀλλ᾽ ὅμοιον wore τοῦ ποσοῦ μάλιστα ἂν εἴη 
idvov τὸ σον τε καὶ ἄνισον λέγεσθαι 
VII Πρός τι δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα λέγεται, ὅσα αὐτὰ 
ἅπερ ἐστὶν ἑτέρων εἶναι λέγεται, 7 ὁπωσοῦν ἄλλως 
πρὸς ἕτερον, OLOV τὸ μεῖζον τοῦθ᾽ ὅπερ ἐστὶν 
ἑτέρου λέγεται τινὸς γὰρ λέγεται μεῖζον καὶ τὸ 
διπλάσιον τοῦθ᾽ ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἑτέρου λέγεται τινὸς 
eb γὰρ διπλάσιον λέγεται ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα 
τοιαῦτα ἐστι δὲ καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα τῶν πρός τι οἷον 
ἔέξις, διάθεσις, αίσθησις, ἐπιστήμη, θέσις πάντα 
γὰρ τὰ εἰρημένα αὐτὰ ἅπερ ἐστὶν ἑτέρων εἶναι 








« Aristotle here classihes as relatives two distinct classes 
of terms, those said to be of other things’ and those said 
‘to be tow αἱ ds something else’ (ad uleguid) in some other 
manner’ He means by the former all terms with a genitive 
dependent upon them This distinction cannot be brought 
out in the sime concise manner in English There 1s no 
single form that will cover all the uses of the genitive in 
Greek The (rreeh genitive for mstance, expresses not 
only our ‘of but our ‘ than’ 
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quantity mentioned can a ‘more’ or a ‘less’ be 
affirmed The category, therefore, of quantity in no 
wise admits of degrees 

What 15 really pecuhar to quantities is that we 
compare or contiast them in terms οἱ on grounds of 
equality We predicate ‘ equal,’ ‘ unequal,’ of all 
of the quantities mentioned One solid 1s equal to 
another, another, per contra, unequal We use these 
terms also of time mm compaiing the peiiods of 1t 
So also of all other quantities that we have previously 
mentioned Of nothing, moieover, save quantities 
can we affirm these two terms For we neve) say 
this disposition 1s “ equal’ to that or “ unequal’ We 
say itis lhe’ on ‘unlike’ One quality—whuiteness, 
for unstance—is never compared with another in 
terms or on grounds of equahty Such things are 
termed ‘hhe and‘ unhke Thus ou: calling some- 
thing ‘equal, “ unequal,’ 1s the mark, above all marks, 
of quantity 

VII Let us now turn to Relation We call a thing 
relative, when it 1s said to be such as 1¢ 18 fiom its 
beng of some othe: thing οἱ, if not, fiom its 
being related to something im some other way 2 
Thus ‘the gieate: 15 said to be greater by 1efer- 
ence to something outside 1t For, indeed, when 
we call a thing ᾿ gieater, we mean by that gieater 
than something ‘The double’ 15 called what it 15 
fiom its being the double ofsomething For‘ double’ 
means double of something And so with all terms 
of that hind Other relatives also there are, such as 
habit, disposition, perception, position or attitude, 
knowledge All these are explained by a reference to 
something to which they belong, and in no other way 
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λέγεται καὶ οὐκ ἄλλο τι ἡ γὰρ efis τινὸς έξις 
δ λέγεται καὶ ἡ ἐπιστήμη τινὸς ἐπιστήμη καὶ ἡ 
θέσις τινὸς θέσις, καὶ τὰ ἄλλα δὲ ὡσαύτως πρός 
τι οὖν ἐστὶν ὅσα αὐτὰ ἅπερ ἐστὶν ἑτέρων εἶναι 
λέγεται, ἢ ὁπωσοῦν ἄλλως πρὸς έτερον, οἷον ὄρος 
μέγα λέγεται πρὸς ἕτερον πρός τι γὰρ μέγα 
έγεται τὸ ὄρος καὶ τὸ ὅ ὅμοιον τινὶ ὅμοιον λέγεται, 
το καὶ τὰ ἄλλα δὲ τὰ τοιαῦτα ὡσαύτως πρός τι 
λέγεται ἔτι δὲ καὶ ἡ ἀιάκλισις καὶ Ἃ στάσις καὶ 
ἡ καθέδρα θέσεις τινές, ἢ δὲ θέσις τῶν πρός τι 
τὸ δὲ ἀνακεῖσθαι 7) ἑστάναι n καθῆσθαι αὐτὰ μὲν 
οὐκ εἰσὶ θέσεις, παρωνύμως δὲ ἀπὸ τῶν εἰρημένων 
θέσεων λέγεται 
Ὑπάρχει δὲ καὶ ἐναντιότης ἐν τοῖς πρός τι, οἷον 
ἀρετὴ κακία ἐναντίον, ἑκάτερον ὃν τῶν πρός τι, 
καὶ ἐπιστήμη ἀγνοία οὐ πᾶσι δὲ τοῖς πρός τι 
ὑπάρχει τὸ ἐναντίον τῶ γὰρ διπλασίω οὐδέν ἐστιν 
ἐναντίον, οὐδὲ τῶ τριπλασίω, οὐδὲ τῶν τοιούτων 
οὐδενί 
Δοκεῖ δὲ καὶ τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ τὸ ἥττον ἐπιδέχεσθαι 
τὰ πρός τι ὅμοιον γὰρ καὶ ἀνόμοιον μᾶλλον καὶ 
ἥττον λέγεται, καὶ ἴσον καὶ ἄνισον μᾶλλον καὶ 
ἧττον λέγεται, ἑκάτερον αὐτῶν πρός τι ov τό τε 
yap ὁμοιον τινὶ ὅμοιον λέγεται καὶ τὸ ἀνόμοιον τινὶ 
2 ἀιϊιόμοιον οὐ πάντα δὲ τὰ πρός τι ἐπιδέχεται τὸ 
μᾶλλον καὶ ἥττον τὸ γὰρ διπλάσιον οὐ λέγεται 
μᾶλλον καὶ nrrov διπλάσιον, οὐδὲ τῶν τοιούτων 
οὐδέν 
Πάντα δὲ τὰ πρός τι πρὸς ἀντιστρέφοντα λέγεται, 
8 οἷον 6 δοῦλος δεσπότου δοῦλος λέγεται καὶ ὁ 
δεσπότης δούλου δεσπότης, καὶ τὸ διπλάσιον 
ἡμίσεος διπλάσιον καὶ τὸ Hutov διπλασίου ἥμισυ, 
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whatsoever A habit is a habit of something, know- 
ledge is knowledge of something, position position 
of something We speak, then, of relative terms, 
when a thing’s being such as it 15 1s explained by a 
genitive following οἱ else by some phiase or expres- 
sion designed to bring out the relation For instance, 
we call a hill ‘large, meaning large as compared 
with another By such a comparison only 1t 1s that 
a hillis called ‘large So we call a thing simular,’ 
‘hhe ’“—‘ hke’ or ‘ similar’ ἐο something else [ 1s 
thus with all terms ofthat nature This also we notice 
m passing while lying and standing and sitting are 
really specific positions, position itself is a relative 
To he and to stand and to sit, these are not them- 
selyes 1eally positions, their names aie, however, 
derived fiom the attitudes just now referred to 

Relatives sometimes have contraries Virtue 1s 
contiary to vice, eithe: teim itself bemg a relative , 
hnowledge to ignoiance also By no means all 
relative terms can, however, be said to have con- 
traries ‘Double and tiple’ have none, nor, 
indeed, any terms of that soit 

Relatives also, 1t seems, may admit of degrees in 
some cases, as ‘like,’ ‘ unlike,’ ‘ equal, ‘ unequal,’ 
which all may have ‘more or ‘less’ added, while 
each is arelative term Tor by ‘hke’ we mean hke 
something else and by unlike’ unhke something 
else Itis not the case, nevertheless, that all relatives 
admit of degiees We do not say more’ or ‘less 
double,’ and so with all terms of that kind 

All relatives have thei coirelatives ‘Slave’ 
means the slave of a master, and ‘ master,’ in turn, 
implies slave ‘Double means double its half, just 
as half’ means the half ofits double By ‘ greater,’ 
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4 8 “~ 25, 2 ~ A \ f 
καὶ τὸ μεῖζον ἐλάττονος μεῖζον καὶ τὸ έἔλαττοι 
> ~ 
μείζονος ἐλαττν ὡσαύτως δὲ Kal ἐπὶ τῶν 
7 \ ~ ’ > Ff > , \ \ 
ἄλλων, πλὴν τῇ πτώσει ἐνίοτε διοίσει κατὰ τὴν 
- “-- ? 
λέξων, olov ἡ ἐπιστήμη ἐπιστητοῦ λέγεται ἐτι- 
στήμη καὶ τὸ ἐπιστητὸν ἐπιστήμη ἐπιστητόν, καὶ 
~ x > \ 
ἡ αἰίσθησις αἰσθητοῦ αἰσθησις Kat τὸ αἰσθητὸν 
αἰσθήσει αἰσθητόν 
? 
Οὐ μὴν ἀλλ᾽ ἐνίοτε οὐ δόξει ἀντιστρέφειν, ἐὰν 
Χ 3 f Ἁ 4 4 3 An > \ > 
μὴ οἰκείως πρὸς ὁ λέγεται ἀποδοθῆῇ, ἀλλὰ δι- 
, e > ὃ ὔ “~ \ ‘ 7A 3 ὃ An 
αμάρτη ὁ ἀποδιδούς, οἵοι TO πτερὸν Edi ἀποδοθῆ 
ὄρνιθος, οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει ὄρνις πτεροῦ οὐ γὰρ 
“~ > 
οἰκείως TO πρῶτον ἀποδέδοται πτερὸν ὄρνιθος οὐ 
‘ ~ ’ \ 4 > ~ / ? > 
yap ἢ ὄριις, ταύτη TO πτερὸν αὐτοῦ λέγεται, GAA 
“-ι “- Ἁ 
ἢ πτερωτόν ἐστι πολλῶν γὰρ καὶ ἄλλων πτερά 
? 4 3 > 4 , Ὡ . 3 ~ 
ἐστιν, a οὐκ εἰσὶν ὄρνιθες ὥστε ἐὰν ἀποδοθῆ 
οἰκείως, καὶ ἀιτιστρέφει, οἵον τὸ πτερὸν πτερωτοῦ 
πτερὸν καὶ τὸ T~EPWTOV πτερῶ πτερωτόν 
᾿Ενίοτε δὲ καὶ ὀιοματοποιεῖν ἴσως ἀιαγκαῖον, 
ἐὰν μὴ κείμενον 7) ὄνομα πρὸς ὃ οἰκείως ἂν ἀπο- 
LS “ - 4 ~ 7 “" 7 3A 3 ~ 
δοθείη, olor τὸ πηδάλιον τοῦ πλοίου ἐὰν ἀποδοθῆ, 
οὐκ οἰκεία ἡ ἀπόδοσις γίνεται οὐ γὰρ ἢ πλοῖον, 
ταύτη αὐτοῦ τὸ πηδάλιον λέγεται ἔστι γὰρ πλοῖα 
ae ᾿ “ / \ ? > / \ 
ὧν οὐκ ἔστι πηδάλια διὸ οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει τὸ 
γὰρ πλοῖον οὐ λέγεται πηδαλίου πλοῖον ἀλλ’ 
, 
ἴσως οἰκειοτέρα av ἡ ἀπόδοσις ein, εἰ οὕτω πως 
5 7 \ ᾽ὔ ~ 
ἀποδοθείη, τὸ πηδάλιον πηδαλιωτοῦ πηδάλιον, 7 
e ~ ld “". 
ὁπωσοῦν ἄλλως σιομα γὰρ οὐ κεῖται καὶ ἀντι- 
/ 2A 3 ’ 3 - Ἁ 4 
στρέφει γε, ἐὰν οἰκείως ἀποδοθῇ τὸ yap πηδα- 
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gain, we mean greater than this οἱ that thing which 
is less, by less’ less than that which 18 greater 
‘0 1t 15 with all relative terms On occisions, how- 
«vel, the case or grammatical inflexion will differ 
Knowledge is thus of the hnowable, the hnowable 
is knowable by knowledge Perception 1s of the per- 
ceptible, which is peiceived by perception 

At times the correlation, however, will not mani- 
festly appeai—namely, when a mistake has been 
made and the correlate itself wiongly stated Ifyou 
call a wing wing of a bird, then will no correlation 
appear , wing and bnd aie, I mean, not correlative 
The wrong te1m was used at the outset in calling it 
wing of a bid For the wing 1s the wing of a bird, 
when considered as xinged, not as bird Many other 
things, not buds, are winged When, however, the 
right tczms are used, the correlation wall forthwith 
appeal, as when, for example, we say that a wing 15 
a wing of the winged and the winged thing 15 winged 
by awing Wing belongs to the winged of necessity 

At times there is no wo1d in Greek that will rightly 
bring out the corielation Then, I think, we must 
comanew word Let us take, for example, a ruddei 
We may say this belongs to a boat ‘Toa boat’ 1s, 
however, inappropriate and fails to bimg out the 
eoriclation Not, indeed, to the boat viewed as boat 
does the 1udde1 belong of necessity Are there not 
boits without rudders ἡ Thus i1udde1 and bot are 
not reciprocal ‘ Boat’ 1s not ‘ boat of a 1udde1,’ as 
rudder 1s rudde: ofa boat Since no proper term now 
exists, we must coin one to suit the occasion and speak 
with more accuracy thus—the iudder 1s rudder of 
‘the 1uddered ’ And, if we expiess ourselves thus, 
then at least will the terms be reciprocal That 15 to 
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λιωτὸν πηδαλίω πηδαλιωτόν ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ 


> 4 ζω ” Fe e \ > a \ 
ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, οἷον ἡ κεφαλὴ οἰκειοτέρως ἂν 
3 “~ 
ἀποδοθείη Kedadwrod ἡ ζώου ἀποδιδομένη ov 
‘ ae A A A rat ? 
yap 7 Cwov, κεφαλὴν ἔχει πολλὰ yap τῶν ζώων 
\ ~ 
κεφαλὴν οὐκ ἔχει οὕτω δὲ ῥᾶστα ἂν tows τις 
“ “ a A “ 
on λάβοι οἷς μὴ κεῖται ὀνόματα, εἰ ἀπὸ τῶν πρώτων 
4 “ > ἢ 
Kat τοῖς πρὸς αὐτὰ ἀντιστρέφουσι τιθείη τὰ O10- 
~ \ ~ 
ματα, womep ἐπὶ τῶν προειρημένων ἀπὸ τοῦ 
~ o~ f 4 
πτεροῦ TO πτερωτὸν καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ πηδαλίου TO 
πηδαλιωτόν 
“ “~ 3 , > 
Ilavra οὖν τὰ πρός τι, ἐάν περ οἰκείως ἀπο- 
 Ἂ 3 2» 
διδῶται, πρὸς ἀντιστρέφοντα λέγεται, ἐπεὶ ἐάν γε 
i! \ “" \ 4S \ eA 
9% πρὸς TO τυχὸν ἀποδιδῶται καὶ μὴ πρὸς αὐτὸ ὃ 
, ᾿ 3 / / ‘ v ON ~ 
λέγεται, οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει λέγω δὲ ὅτι οὐδὲ τῶν 
ὁμολογουμένως πρὸς ἀντιστρέφοντα λεγομένων, 
καὶ ὀνομάτων αὐτοῖς κειμένων, οὐδὲν ἀντιστρέφει, 
> ~ ~ \ 
ἐὰν πρός τι τῶν συμβεβηκότων ἀποδιδῶται Kat 
\ \ > A Δ λέ e ¢ ὃ 5A bm) \ 
μὴ πρὸς αὐτὸ ὃ λέγεται, οἷον 6 δοῦλος ἐὰν μὴ 
“ “ 4 
30 δεσπότου ἀποδοθῆ ἀλλ᾽ ἀνθρώπου ἢ δίποδος 7 
~ ~ ‘ 
ὁτουοῦν τῶν τοιούτων, οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει οὐ yap 
>? 7 ¢ 3 ? f 2 , > FA 4 ? / 
οἰκεία ἡ ἀπόδοσίς ἐστιν = ETL δ᾽ ἐὰν μέν TL οἰκείως 
> 
ἀποδεδομένον ἢ πρὸς ὃ λέγεται, πάντων περι- 
“ “-- bd ul ὔ > 4 
αἱιρουμέέων τῶν ἄλλων ὅσα συμβεβηκότα ἐστί, 
καταλειπομένου δὲ μόνου τούτου πρὸς ὃ ἀπεδόθη 
> ἤ 35. A \ 3. NX ξ / Ἂν ¢ -- 
8υ οἰκείως, ἀεὶ πρὸς αὐτὸ ῥηθήσεται, οἷον 6 δοῦλος 
3% ι “- 
ἐὰν πρὸς δεσπότην λέγηται, περιαιρουμένων τῶν 
ld ~ 
ἄλλων ἁπάντων ὅσα συμβεβηκότα ἐστὶ τῶ Se- 
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say, what 1s 1uddei:ed is ruddered by means of its 
rudder So also in all othe: cases A head will be 
better defined as correlative of that which 1s ‘ headed,’ 
not, loosely, as head of an animal Animals, simply 
as inimals, do not have heads of necessity Many, 
indeed, have no heads We may thus, I think, best 
understand to what this or that thing 1s 1elated, where 
no name at present exists, 1f we take the thing having 
a name and then, coming another name from it, 
apply it to the former’s correlative Just as we coined 
‘winged’ and ‘ruddered’ above from the names 
“wing ’ and ‘ 1udder 
Thus ill relatives are referred to their correlates, 
provided they are rightly defined I must add this 
proviso because, if the correlate happens to be stated 
mn casual, inaccurate fashion, the terms cannot well 
be reciprocal Let me explain what Imean Even 
where the mght names do exist and the things are 
admittedly co1elates, no correlation appears, when 
we give one of these two a name that in no way brings 
out the relation and has some irrelevant meaning 
Let ‘slave’ be defined im ielation to ‘man’ or to 
biped ᾿ οἱ what not, instead of its being defined (as 
it should be) by 1eference to master,’ then no cor- 
relation appears, for the 1efe1 ence 1s really maccurate 
Again, let us grant that two things are correlative 
one with another and that the correct term is uscd 
for the purpose of stating the second Although we 
remove all its other—I mean, its unelevant—attrni- 
butes, leaving that only in virtue of which it was 
ealled the correlative, then will the said correlation 
be, none the less, found to exist The conelative of 
‘slave, for example, is properly said to be ‘ master ’ 
Suppose we remove all his other—I mean, his nie- 
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7a / Φ \ ft 4 \ 3 ᾿ 
σπότη, οἷον τὸ δίποδι εἶναι καὶ τὸ ἐπιστήμης δε- 


“᾿ ‘ ‘ 32 7 ‘4 \ a 
κτικῶ καὶ TO ἀνθρώπω, καταλειπομένου δὲ μόνου 
τοῦ δεσπότην εἶναι, del 6 δοῦλος πρὸς αὐτὸ 
e , £ Ἁ “ A “~ / 

ap ῥηθήσεται 6 yap δοῦλος δεσπότου δοῦλος λέγεται 
~ f 
"Edy δέ ye μὴ οἰκείως ἀποδοθῆ πρὸς ὅ ποτε 
λέγεται, περιαιρουμένων μὲν τῶν ἄλλων, κατα- 
λειπομένου δὲ μόνου τοῦ πρὸς ὃ ἀπεδόθη, οὐ 
¢t 2 A 3 4 3 ὃ δό θ 4 e ἴω 
ῥηθήσεται πρὸς αὐτόέ ἀποδεδόσθω γὰρ ὁ δοῦλος 
ἀνθρώπου καὶ τὸ πτερὸν ὄρνιθος, καὶ περιηρήσθω 
τοῦ ἀνθρώπου τὸ δεσπότην αὐτὸν εἶναι οὐ γὰρ 
“ 2 
ἔτι ὁ δοῦλος πρὸς ἄνθρωπον ῥηθήσεται μὴ γὰρ 
\ a 
ὄντος δεσπότου οὐδὲ δοῦλός ἐστιν ὡσαύτως καὶ 
τοῦ ὄρνιθος περιηρήσθω. τὸ πτερωτῶ εἶναι οὐ γὰρ 
ἔτι ἔσται τὸ πτερὸν τῶν πρός τι μὴ γὰρ ὄντος 
πτερωτοῦ οὐδὲ πτερὸν ἔσται τινός 
10 Ὥστε δεῖ μὲν ἀποδιδόναι πρὸς ὃ ποτε οἰκείως 
λέγεται Kav μὲν ὄνομα ῆ κείμενον, ῥαδία ἡ 
ἀπόδοσις γίνεται μὴ ὄντος δὲ ἀναγκαῖον ἴσως 
~ , 
ὀνοματοποιέν οὕτω δὲ ἀποδιδομένων φανερὸν 
ὅτι πάντα τὰ πρός τι πρὸς ἀντιστρέφοντα λέγεται 
“-Ἅ 4 ΑΝ an 
1 Δοκεῖ δὲ τὰ πρός TL ἅμα τῇ φύσει εἶναι, Kal 
ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν πλείστων ἀληθές ἐστν dua γὰρ 
διπλάσιόν τέ ἐστι καὶ ἥμισυ, καὶ ἡμίσεος ὄντος 
Α ΄οΝ 
διπλάσιόν ἐστι καὶ δεσπότου ὄντος δοῦλός ἐστι, 
\ 5 iA é ὃ f > Ul J f A / 
καὶ δούλου o1tos δεσπότης ἐστίν ὁμοίως δὲ τού- 
4 \ / 4 »ἉἬ. \ “- ’ 
9 τοις καὶ τὰ ἀλλα καὶ συναναιρεῖ δὲ ταῦτα ἄλληλα 
4 
μὴ yap ὄντος διπλασίου οὐκ έστιν ἥμισυ, καὶ 
¢ “ \ , 
ἡμίσεος μὴ ὄντος οὐκ ἔστι διπλάσιον ὡσαύτως δὲ 
4 ~ ~ 
Kal ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὅσα τοιαῦτα οὐκ ἐπὶ πάντων 
4 »-»" / a on 
δὲ τῶν πρός τι ἀληθὲς δοκεῖ τὸ cua τῇ φύσει 
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levant—attnibutes, such as his being ‘ two-footed,’ 
‘receptive ot knowledge ’ or “ human,’ and leave but 
his being ‘a master,’ then ‘slave’ will be still the 
eorclatie, ‘slave meanmg slave of a master 

On the other hand, let us suppose one conelative 
nimed incorrectly Then, if we strip off its attiu- 
bates swing that only in vitue of which it was called 
a eouelative, all correlation will vanish Let ‘a 
slave’ be defined as ‘a mans , let ‘a wing’ be 
defined 1s ‘a bird’s’ Take the attribute ‘ master’ 
fiom‘ man’ then indeed, the correlation subsisting 
betwcen‘ man’ and‘ slave willhavevamshed No 
master, 1n short, then no slave Take the attribute 
‘winged from ‘the bnd’ Then the wing will no 
mole bearelative nought will there now be a wing 
of, the bund being no longer winged 

And so, to sum up we must state all correlative 
terms with exactness Ifa name 1s already to hand, 
then the statement will piove to be easy If no 
name already exists, then I thmkh it our duty to 
coin one It 15 clear, when the names are correct, 
that all relative terms are correlative 

Conrelatives are commonly held to come into evist- 
ence togethe1, and this for the most part is tiue, as, 
for instance, of double and half That a half exists 
means that the double of which it 1s half must exist 
The existence of a master involves the existence also 
of a slave If a slave exists, then must a master 
And so in all similar eases Moreover, this holds of 
them also to cancel one cancels the other For 
instance, no double, no half, and, per contra, no half, 
then no double and so with all similar terms 
However, the view that coirelatives come into being 
together does not appeai true at all times, for αὐ 
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7b t ‘ 4 3 \ / \ Sa “- 
εἰνρᾶυ TO YAP EMLOTYTOV TpoTCpOV ἂν ὀξειε ΤῊΝ 


5 / > ¢ 4 > Ν A Aw 
ἐπιστήμης εἶναι ws yap ἐπὶ τὸ “πολὺ προυπ- 
“A > / 

2 ἀρχόντων τῶν πραγμάτων τὰς ἐπιστήμας Aap- 
ἤ 32. 5 SAL 4 a mS > 3 30) A ὃ 
βάνομεν ἐπ᾽ ὀλίγων γὰρ ἂν ἢ ἐπ᾽ οὐδενὸς tor 

οὶ -“ Ἀ f ᾽ὔ 
Tis ἂν ἅμα τῶ ἐπιστητῶ τὴν ἐπιστήμηι γινομένην 
" a \ 
"Ere τὸ μὲν ἐπιστητὸν ἀναιρεθὲν cuvuratpel τὴν 
4 3 
ἐπιστήμην, ἡ δὲ ἐπιστήμη τὸ ἐπιστητὸν οὐ συν- 
a“ “- 9 2 3 
αναιρεῖ ἐπιστητοῦ μὲν yap μὴ ὄντος οὐκ ἐστιν ἐπι- 
3 ? > 4 
80 στήμη (οὐδενὸς yap ἔσται ἐπιστήμη), ἐπιστήμης 
\ > ἮΝ 
δὲ μὴ οὐσης οὐδὲν κωλύει ἐπιστητὸν εἶναι, οἷον 
~ 7 , > 
Kal 0 τοῦ κύκλου τετραγωνισμὸς εἴγε ἐστιν ἐπι- 
“- 7 2 7 
στητόν, ἐπιστήμη μὲν αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστιν οὐδέπω, 
\ > 
αὐτὸς δὲ ἐπιστητόν ἐστιν ere ζώου μὲν ἀν- 
~ > 2 on 
αἱρεθέντος οὐκ ἔσται ἐπιστήμη, τῶν δ᾽ ἐπιστητῶν 
A 3 / 
πολλὰ ἐνδέχεται εἶναι 
BE ‘OC f δὲ ‘ A > ἃ ΄-θ 9 θ 4 
ὃ μοίως δὲ τούτοις καὶ τὰ ἐπὶ τῆς αἰσθήσεως 
\ ~ > / 
ἔχει τὸ yap αἰσθητὸν πρότερον τῆς αἰσθήσεως 
- : 4 3 
δοκεῖ elvac τὸ μὲν yap αἰσθητὸν ἀναιρεθὲν 
συναναιρεῖ τὴν αἰσθησιν, ἡ δὲ αίἰσθησις τὸ αἰσθητὸν 
κ᾿ \ ~ 
od συναναιρεῖ ai yap αἰσθήσεις περὶ σῶμα καὶ 
> los 
ἐν σώματί εἰσιν, αἰσθητοῦ δὲ ἀναιρεθέντος avat- 
Ba ρεῖται καὶ τὸ σῶμα (τῶν γὰρ αἰσθητῶν τὸ σῶμα), 
A , 
σώματος δὲ μὴ ὄντος ἀναιρεῖται καὶ ἡ atobyats, 
4 “A 
ὥστε συναναιρεῖ τὸ αἰσθητὸν τὴν αἴσθησιν ἡ 
᾽ -" 
δέ γε αίσθησις τὸ αἰσθητὸν οὐ συναναιρεῖ ζώου 
‘ 3 a 
yap ἀναιρεθέντος αίσθησις μὲν ἀναιρεῖται, αἰσθητὸν 
Ἀ 3» “Ἂ ~ 
δ δὲ ἔσται, οἷον σῶμα, θερμόν, γλυκύ, πικρόν, Kal 
TAA 4 v 3 Ἁ > A / 
τἄλλα πάντα ὅσα ἐστὶν αἰσθητά 
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seems that the object of Lnowledge is prioi to, exusts 
befoie, knowledge We gain knowledge, commonly 
speaking, of things that already exist, fo. m very 
few cases or none cin our Lnowledge have come into 
being along with its own proper object 

Should the object of knowledge be 1emoved, 
then the knowledge itsclf will be cancelled The 
converse of this 1s not tiue If the object no 
longer exists, there can no longei be any hnowledge, 
there being now nothing to know If, howevei, of 
this or that object no knowledge has yet been 
aequued, yet that object itself may exist Take 
the squaring of the circle, ἔοι mstance, if that can 
be called such an object Although it exists as 
an object, the knowledge does not yct exist It all 
animals ceased to exist, there would then be no know- 
ledge at all, though there might m that case, not- 
withstanding, be still many objects of knowledge 

The same may be 5816 οἵ perception Theobject, I 
mean, would appeai tobe prior to the act of perception 
Suppose that you cancel the peiceptible , you cancel 
theperceptionas well Takeaway o11emove the pei- 
ception, the perceptible still may exist for the act 
of perception imphes or involves, first, a body per- 
ceived, then a body τῇ whichit takes place Therefoue, 
if you remove the perceptible body itself 1s 1emoved, 
ἔοι the body itself 1s perceptible And, body not 
being existent, perception must cease to exist Tahe 
away the perceptible, then, and you take away also 
peiception But the taking away of perception does 
not take such objects away If the animal itself 15 
destroyed, then perception 1s alsodestroyed But pei- 
ceptibles yet will remain,such as body, heat, sweetness 
and bitterness and everything else that 1s sensible 
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8a Ἢ ξ 4 ft é ~ $ a) ? 
Eve ἡ μὲν αἰσθησις apa τῶ aicOyTu® γίνεται 


ΩΨ Ἁ “"- ᾿ 4 “ \ ul 
apa yap τῶ ζώω yirerar καὶ αίἰσθησις τὸ δέ γε 
αἰσθητόι ἐστι καὶ πρὸ τοῦ ζῶον ἢ αίσθησιν εἶναι 
“ὦ ~ Ἵ ἮΝ \ 
πῦρ yap καὶ ὕδωρ Kal τὰ τοιαῦτα, ἐξ ὧν καὶ τὸ 
~ a ~ t 
10 ζῶον συιίσταται, ἔστι καὶ πρὸ τοῦ ζῶον ὅλως 
4 ~ > “ 
εἶναι ἡ αἰσθησιν, ὥστε πρότερον av τῆς αἰσθήσεως 
\ 3 \ > ‘4 
τὸ αἰσθητὸν εἶναι δόξειεν 
Ud \ 3 ’ / +) / 3 / “~ 
Eyer δὲ ἀπορίαν πότερον οὐδεμία οὐσία τῶν 
“. ~ 3 / 
1s πρός τι λέγεται, καθάπερ δοκεῖ, ἡ τοῦτο ἐνδέχεται 
“ς ~ > \ 
κατά τινας τῶν δευτέρων οὐσιῶν ἐπὶ μὲν yap 
~ ~ , 
τῶν πρώτων οὐσιῶν ἀληθές ἐστιν οὔτε yap τὰ 
ξ / 
ὅλα οὔτε τὰ μέρη πρός τι λέγεται ὁ yap τις 
2 3 “ / f OA ¢ 
ἄνθρωπος οὐ λέγεται τινός τις ἄνθρωπος, οὐδὲ ὁ 
\ κι ~ / \ 4 \ / 
tis βοῦς τινός τις Bods ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὰ μέρη 
¢ ΄ 4 3 , / \ 3 ’ 
90 ἡ γάρ τις χεὶρ οὐ λέγεται τινός τις χεὶρ ἀλλά 
é 5) ὔ 
τινος χείρ, καὶ ἡ τὶς κεφαλὴ οὐ λέγεται τινός τις 
“ ἡ 4 A > 
κεφαλὴ ἀλλά τινος κεῤαλή ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ 
o~ ~ ~ / ~ 
τῶν δευτέρων οὐσιῶν, ἐπί ye τῶν πλείστων, οἷον 
¢€ wv > 7 A / > \ é 
ὁ ἄνθρωπος οὐ λέγεται τινὸς ἀνθρωπος, οὐδὲ ὁ 
“- -- \ ‘ / A 7 
βοῦς τινὸς βοῦς, οὐδὲ τὸ ξύλον τινὸς ξύλον, ἀλλά 
2ὅ τινος κτῆμα λέγεται ἐπὶ μὲν οὖν τῶν τοιούτων 
ὔ ~ > 5 , 
φανερὸν ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι τῶν πρός TL ἐπ᾽ ἐνίων δὲ 
»- ~ ? 9 ta “ 
τῶν δευτέρων οὐσιῶν ἔχει ἀμφισβήτησιν, οἷον ἡ 
A \ 4 A A εξ \ \ 
κεφαλὴ τινὸς λέγεται κεφαλὴ καὶ ἡ χεὶρ τινὸς 
Ἀ ~ 
λέγεται χεὶρ καὶ ἕκαστον τῶν τοιούτων, ὥστε 
- ~ ; \ 3 “ 
ταῦτα τῶν πρός τι δόξειεν ἂν εἶναι εἰ μὲν οὖν 
“- -" 7 ‘ ~ 
gu ἱκανῶς ὁ τῶν πρός TL ὁρισμὸς ἀποδέδοται, ἡ τῶν 
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Perception, further, comes into being along with 
the subject percer,ing—that 1s, with the live thing 
itself The perceptible, however, 1s prior to the 
animal and to perception For such things as wate1 
and fire, out of which are composed living beings, 
exist before any such beings and prior to all acts 
of perception The perceptible, so we conclude, 
would appear to be prior to perception 

The view that no substance 1s relative—a view that 
is commonly held—would appear to be open to 
question Exception, perhaps, should be made in 
the case of some secondaiy substances Doubtless, 
the view we refer to holds good of the primary sub- 
stance, for neither the wholes nor the parts of fist 
substances ever 816 relative This man or that ox, 
for example, 1s never defined with a reference to 
something beyond or outside And the same also 
holds of then parts Thus a certain hand or hed 1s 
not said to be a certain hand of someone οἱ othcr, a 
certain head of someone or other We call them 
the hand and the head of this specified person 01 that 
50, too, with the secondary substances, at least with 
the vast generality Species, ike man,’ ‘ox andso 
forth, are never defined with a reference to something 
beyond or outside them Neither 1s ‘wood’ so 
defined, and, τῇ wood 1s 1.egarded as relative, then 1s 
it so as a property, belonging to someone or other, and 
not nits character of wood It 1s evident, then, in 
such cases that substance can hardly be 1elative 
Opinions, however, may differ im the case of some 
secondary substances Thus we define head and 
‘hand’ in the lhght of the wholes they belong to, 
and so these might seem to be relative Indeed, it 
would prove very hard, not to say an rmpossible task, 
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8a “ -~ ‘ ~ Pad f ? ἢ A ~ t 
πάνυ yarer a. ἡ τῶν ἀδυνάτων ἐστὶ τὸ δεῖξαι ws 


Φ , 7 f ~ , λέ 3 δὲ \ 
οὐδεμία οὐσία τῶν πρός τι λέγεται εἰ δὲ μὴ 
φ »“" δι " 4 4 f = 4 > > / 
ἱκανῶς, ἀλλ᾽ ἐστι τὰ πρός τι οἷς TO εἶναι ταὐτόν 

~ 4 e ‘ 
ἐστι τῶ πρός τί πως ἔχειν, lows av ῥηθείη τι 
Ὰ 5 “ ¢ 4 a ¢ ῖ om 
πρὸς αὐτά ὁ δὲ πρότερος ὁρισμὸς παρακολουθεῖ 
~ nw A f 4 3 ~ 
30 μὲν πᾶσι τοῖς πρός TL, οὐ μὴν ταὐτόν γέ ἐστι TH 
a“ 3 Ἁ e 
πρός TL αὐτοῖς εἶναι TO αὐτὰ arep ἐστὶν ἑτέρων 
λέγεσθαι 
5 \ ? ay 2 3 4 >? IDA 
Ex δὲ τούτων δῆλόν ἐστιν ὅτι ἐάν τις εἰδῆ τι 
~ A at id 
ὡρισμένως τῶν πρός TL, κἀκεῖνο πρὸς O λέγεται 
ὡρισμένως εἰσεται φανερὸν μὲν οὖν καὶ ἐξ αὐτῶν 
5 f 2 Ἃ ς ; ; , Ψ ~ / 
ἐστίν εἰ yap οἷδέ τις τόδε τι ὅτι ἔστι τῶν πρός 
- A ~ 7ὔ 
δυτι, ἔστι δὲ τὸ εἶναι τοῖς πρός τι ταὐτὸν τῶ πρός 
Cal > a ~ , 
τί πως ἔχειν, κἀκεῖνο olde πρὸς ὃ τοῦτό πως ἔχει 
> ‘) ΜᾺ “ \ “a om Ft “ »ΦῸ 
εἰ yap οὐκ οἷδεν ὁλως πρὸς ὃ τοῦτό πως ἔχει, οὐδ 
? 3. κΑ ~ 
εἰ πρός τί πως ἔχει εἰσεται καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν Kal? 
ἕκαστα δὲ δῆλον τὸ τοιοῦτον, οἷον τόδε τι εἰ οἶδε 
5 / / 2} / 4 ,ὔ 
5 ἀφωρισμένως ὅτι ἔστι διπλάσιον, καὶ ὅτου δι- 
“4 ; 3 > ‘ > f o > ‘ 
πλάσιόν ἐστιν εὐθὺς ἀφωρισμένως oldev εἰ yap 
\ ~ 3 / LO ? i ὃ λ / 
μηδενὸς τῶν ἀφωρισμένων οἵδεν αὐτὸ διπλάσιον, 

903 29 ros > ἢ a ξ , \ 
οὐδ᾽ εἰ διπλάσιόν ἐστιν ὅλως οἷδεν woatTws δὲ 

\ LAN 3 ἊΝ f f f > ‘ f 
καὶ τόδε TL EL οἵδεν OTL KGAALOY ἐστι, καὶ ὅτου 

? ’ 2 52 3 [4 3 ~ 3 
καἀλλιόν ἐστιν εὐθὺς ἀφωρισμένως ἀναγκαῖον εἰ- 

10 δέναι διὰ ταῦτα οὐκ ἀορίστως δὲ εἰσεται ὅτι 

“ΞΖ + 7 7 ¢ / ‘ δ 

τοῦτό ἐστι χείροιος κάλλιον ὑπόληψις γὰρ τὸ 





* There seems to be something wrong here with the test 
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thus to show that zo substance is relative, if we 
eoricctly defined what was meant by a relative term 
On the othe: hand if we were wrong, 1f those things 
are true relatives only, whose very existence con- 
cists In their being in some way or other related to 
some other object, then something, I think, might be 
sud The former definition applies to al] relatives 
beyond any doubt, but the fact that a thing 1s 
explained by a reference to something outside it 1s 
not the same thing as to say that 1t 1s of neccssity 
relative @ 

From what we have said thisis plam if a relative 
is definitely Lnown, that to which it 1s relative also 
will then be as definitely Lnown What is moire, we 
mav call this self-evident Provided, that is, that 
you know a particular thing to be relative, relatives 
being those objects whose very existence consists in 
then being in some way or other related to some other 
thing, then you know what that other thing 1s to 
which that thing itselfis related Fon 1f you did not 
know at all that to which 1t 1s somehow ielated, you 
could not so much as know whether it was οἱ it 
δὰ ποῦ arelative Take some particula: instances , 
then will the point be quite clear For suppose that 
you definitely know a particular thing to be‘ double’, 
then at once will you definitely know also that thing 
of which 1t 1s double You cannot know that 1t 1s 
double zzthout knowing that 1t 15 double of something 
specific and definte Again, if you definitely hnow 
a particular thing is more beautiful, at once must 
you definitely know that than which it 1s reckoned 
more beautiful Thus you will not vaguely know that 
puticular thing has more beauty than something 
possessing less beauty For that would be mere 


61 


ARISTOTLE 


8b 
~ f ~ 
τοιοῦτο γίνεται, οὐκ ἐπιστήμη οὐ yap éTt ἀκριβῶς 


if co La ΄, 7 2 \ Y 
εἰσεται OTL ἐστὶ χείρονος κάλλιον εἰ γὰρ οὕτως 
4 A ~ 7 A 
ἐτυχεν, οὐδέν ἐστι χεῖρον αὐτοῦ ὥστε φανερὸν 
-Ψ > ΨᾺ ~ ~ f 
OTL ἀναγκαῖόν ἐστι, ὃ av εἰδῆ τις τῶν πρός τι 
3 ᾽ “" 7 3 

ιὸ ἀφωρισμένως, κἀκεῖνο πρὸς ὃ λέγεται ἀφωρι- 
σμένως εἰδέναι 

‘ / ‘ ‘ ‘ . toy 
Τὴν δέ γε κεφαλὴν καὶ τὴν χεῖρα Kal ἕκαστον 
~ \ t > ‘ 
τῶν τοιούτων, ἅ εἶσιν οὐσίαι, αὐτὸ μὲν ὅπερ ἐστὶν 

ς 7 3 3S 7 δ «“ A 4 ᾽ 
ὡρισμένως ἔστιν εἰδέναι, πρὸς ὃ δὲ λέγεται, οὐκ 
3 ~ , ¢ 
ἀιαγκαῖον τίνος yap αὕτη ἡ κεφαλὴ ἡ Tivos 7 

7 ‘4 \ 

0 χείρ, οὐκ ἔστιν εἰδέναι ὡρισμένως ὥστε οὐκ ἂν 
t ~ ~ ~ ~ 
εἴη ταῦτα τῶν πρός TL εἰ δὲ μή ἐστι ταῦτα τῶν 

“ 3 \ 4 ? 4 μά ? , , ΄ 
πρὸς τι, ἀληθὲς av ein λέγειν ὅτι οὐδεμία οὐσία 

~ id , A \ a 
τῶν πρός τί ἐστιν ἴσως δὲ χαλεπὸν ὑπὲρ τῶν 

/ ~ 3 id Ἀ / > 
τοιούτων σφοδρῶς ἀποφαίνεσθαι μὴ πολλάκις ἐπ- 
¢ / 
ἐσκεμμένον TO μέντοι διηπορηκέναι ἐφ᾽ ἑκάστου 
“ > 
αὐτῶν οὐκ ἄχρηστόν ἐστιν 
3 \ 

2, ῪΠΙ Wowdrnra δὲ λέγω καθ᾽ ἣν ποιοί τινες 
= ~ “- 
εἶναι λέγονται ἔστι δὲ ἡ ποιότης τῶν πλεοναχῶς 

, ~ \ 
λεγομένων ἕν μὲν οὖν εἶδος ποιότητος ets Kal 
διάθεσις λεγέσθωσαν διαφέρει δὲ ἕξις διαθέσεως 
τῶ πολὺ γχρονιώτερον εἶναι καὶ μονιμώτερον 
τοιαῦται δὲ αἵ τε ἐπιστῆμαι καὶ αἱ ἀρεταί ἡ τε 

> ~ ~ 

80 γὰρ ἐπιστήμη δοκεῖ τῶν παραμονίμων εἶναι Kal 

/ 
δυσκινήτων, ἐὰν καὶ μετρίως Tis ἐπιστήμην λάβη, 

4 
ἐάν περ μὴ μεγάλη μεταβολὴ γένηται ὑπὸ νόσου 
ἢ αλλου τινὸς τοιούτου ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἡ ἀρετή, 
οἷον ἡ δικαιοσύνη καὶ ἡ σωφροσύνη καὶ ἕκαστον 
~ , a 

BiT@Y τοιούτων, οὐκ εὐκίνητον δοκεῖ εἶναι οὐδ᾽ 
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supposition and not really knowledge at all, you 
would no lenge: certainly know that a thing was pos- 
scssedl of more beauty thin something possessed of 
less beauty Tor, indeed, 1t might happen that 
nothing cxusted possessing less beauty From all 
this I think, it τὸ plain that 2 definite knowledge of 
relitives means a hhe knowledge of those things 
whcreto they stand in 11 elation 

\ et a head οἱ a hand is 1 substance, and men can 
have definite knowledge what such things essentially 
arc, though without of necessity hnowimg to what 
they are also related For xhose is this head or this 
hand, that they cannot deteiminately hnow But, 
if so, we ae forced to conclude that these things 
and their like are not relatives, and, this being so, it 
would be true to affirm that no substance is relative 
I think it 1s no easy matter to dogmatize over such 
problems without moie exhaustive inquny ΤῸ biing 
up the points in detail 1s, however, not itself wholly 
useless 

ΠῚ To quahty let ustunnest By‘ quality’ I 
mean that in vutue of which men are called such 
and such The word ‘ quahty’ has many senses 
Let habits and dispositions here constitute one kind 
of quality The forme: aie unlike the latter in 
bering more lasting and stable Comprised among 
what we call habits’ are virtues and all kinds of 
knowledge For knowledge 1s considered as lasting 
and haid to displace from the mind, though a man 
may, mn fact, have acquired 1t mm only a moderate 
measure, unless some great change should come over 
him, thanks to disease or the like And the same 
will hold good of the virtues—for mstance, of tem- 
perance, Justice Fon these are allowed on all hands 


63 


ARISTOTLE 


8b 
εὐμετάβολον διαθέσεις δὲ λέγονται a ἐστιν εὖ- 


᾿ ‘ ὕ e , \ 
κινητα καὶ ταχὺ μεταβάλλοντα, οἷον θερμότις Kal 
/ x 7 x ¢ 7 s , f 
κατάψυξις καὶ τόσος Kat ὑγίεια καὶ ὅσα ἀλλα 
τοιαῦτα ὀιάκειται μὲν γάρ πως κατὰ ταύτας ὁ 
/ can) \ 
σιθρωπος, ταχὺ δὲ μεταβάλλει ἐκ θερμοῦ ψυχρὸς 
9a γειόμενος καὶ ἐκ τοῦ ὑγιαίνειν εἰς τὸ νοσεῖν, 
€ f \ Ἀ > 4% ~ 2, ? / 4 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, εἰ μή τις καὶ 
? ΄-" fon 
αὐτῶν τούτων τυγχάνοι διὰ χρόνου πλῆθος ἤδη 
πεφυσιωμένη καὶ ἀνίατος ἡ πάνυ δυσκίνητος οὔσα, 
Δ if \ 
ἣν ἄν τις tows ἔξιν ἤδη προσαγορεύοι φανερὸν 
\ 7 ~ ? 
δ δὲ ὅτι ταῦτα βούλονται ἕξεις λέγειν, a ἐστι πολυ- 
~ > 
χρονιώτερα καὶ δυσκινητότερα τοὺς yap τῶν ἐπι- 
~~ > ’ 
στημῶν μὴ πάνυ κατέχοντας ἀλλ᾽ εὐκινήτους ὄντας 
? Ν 
οὐ ῴοσιν ἕξιν ἔχειν, καΐτοι διάκεινταί γέ πως κατὰ 
Ἀ ? / Ἀ “" \ ,ὔ Ὁ ᾽ 
τὴν ἐπιστήμην ἡ χεῖρον ἡ βέλτιον ὥστε διαφέρει 
’ Ὁ , “. ‘ 4 
ecis διαθέσεως TH τὴν μὲν εὐκίνητον εἶναι, τὴν δὲ 
t δ 

10 πολυχροιιωτέραν τε καὶ δυσκινητοτέραν εἰσὶ δὲ 
¢ 4 “ 4 , ¢ A / 3 
αἱ μὲν ἐξεις καὶ διαθέσεις, αἱ δὲ διαθέσεις οὐκ 
+] 2 7 , ξ \ A 7 “ \ 
ἐξ ἀνάγκης é€ers οἱ μὲν yap ἐξεις ἔχοντες Kat 

f / 
διάκεινταί γέ πως κατ᾽ αὐτάς, οἱ δὲ διακείμενοι 
οὐ πάντως καὶ ἐξιν ἔχουσιν 

͵ Ἁ f / > A \ \ 

τερον δὲ γένος ποιότητος καθ᾽ ὃ πυκτικοὺς 7 

5) 

15 δρομικοὺς ἡ ὑγιεινοὺς ἡ νοσώδεις λέγομεν, Kal 
ε “ Ld 4 7 \ ‘ 3 , 
ἁπλῶς ὅσα κατὰ δύναμιν φυσικὴν ἡ ἀδυναμίαν 
7 Ἀ ~ a“ a 
λέγεται οὐ yap τῶ διακεῖσθαί γέ πως ἕκαστον 
τῶν τοιούτων ποιὸν λέγεται, ἀλλὰ τῶ δύναμιν 

4 ~ “~ 
20 ἔχειν φυσικὴν ἡ ἀδυναμίαν τοῦ ποιῆσαί τι ῥαδίως 
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to be hard to dislodge or displace Duspositions, 
however, ue quilitics casy to move or to change, 
such as he it, cold, disease, health andsoon Aman 
1s desposed in some minne according to all such con- 
ditions but rapidly undergoes change Being waim, 
hc may soon become cold, being well, he may soon 
become sich So it 1s with all othe: dispositions, 
unless one should chance to become second natuie 
through long lapse of time, prosmg either inveterate 
οἱ else, at the least, very hard to displace, when we 
might, I think, call τὸ a habit 

Those qualities, then, τὸ 1s clear, men meline to 
denominate habits,’ vhich are by their nature moie 
lasting and are the more haid to displace Those 
who cannot at all maste: knowledge and aie of a 
changeable temper are scarcely deseribed nowadays 
as possessing the ‘ habit’ of knowing, although we 
may say that their ininds, when regarded from that 
port of view, are disposed in a way towards know- 
ledge—I mean, in a better or worse Thus 15 habit 
unhke disposition, the former 1s lasting and stable, 
the latte: soon undeigoes change Habits are also 
dispositions , dispositions are not always habits 
While those who have habits aie disposed in some 
manne Οἱ other in consequence, those who are some 
way disposed have by no means in each case a habit 

By the next hind of quality I mean that which 
leads us to speak of good boxers, good runneis, the 
healthy οἱ sickly Indeed, it will cover all terms 
that denote any natural capacity, any mnate 1ἢ- 
capacity Not from their being disposed or con- 
ditioned 1n this or that manner, but rathe: fiom hay ing 
a power, which is natural, mnate or inboin, οἱ, αὖ may 
be, the lack of such power to achieve this or that 
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Da ἃ 5) Ζ΄ 2 \ & x > ~ 
ἢ μηδὲν πάσχειν, οἷον πυκτικοὶ ἡ δρομικοὶ οὐ τῶ 


“ “ , 
20 διακεῖσθαί πῶς λέγονται ἀλλὰ τῶ δύναμιν ἔχειν 
“ ~ i \ ᾽ὔ 
φυσικὴν τοῦ ποιῆσαΐ τι ῥαδίως, ὑγιεινοὶ δὲ λέγονται 
΄- “ 4 
τῶ δύναμιν ἔχειν φυσικὴν τοῦ μηδὲν πάσχειν ὑπὸ 
~ ~ > 
τῶν τυχόντων ῥαδίως, νοσώδεις δὲ τῶ ἀδυναμίαν 
fol / ΄- 
ἔχειν φυσικὴν τοῦ μηδὲν πάσχειν ῥαδίως ὑπὸ τῶν 
2 τυχόντων ὁμοίως δὲ τούτοις καὶ τὸ σκληρὸν 
καὶ τὸ μαλακὸν ἔχει τὸ μὲν γὰρ σκληρὸν λέγεται 
am & 6 3) ~ \ e ? n \ A 
τῷ δύναμιν ἔχειν τοῦ μὴ ῥαδίως διαιρεῖσθαι, τὸ δὲ 
μαλακὸν τῶ ἀδυναμίαν ἔχειν τοῦ αὐτοῦ τούτου 
Τρίτον δὲ γένος ποιότητος παθητικαὶ ποιότητες 
\ f 3 i 4 / oo ,ὔ \ 
καὶ πάθη ἔστι δὲ τὰ τοιάδε οἷον γλυκύτης τε καὶ 
\ / \ 7 
80 πικρότης καὶ στρυφνότης καὶ πάντα τὰ τούτοις 
- if / 4 
συγγενῆ, ἔτι δὲ θερμότης καὶ ψυχρότης καὶ Aev- 
κότης καὶ μελανία ore μὲν οὖν αὗται ποιότητές 
> Ζ A \ , 2 ‘ A / 
εἰσι, φανερόν τὰ yap δεδεγμένα αὐτὰ ποιά λέγεται 
2 3 la Φ 4 2 an’ / La 
κατ᾽ αὐτάς, οἷον τὸ μέλι τῶ γλυκύτητα δεδέχθαι 
γλυκὺ λέγεται καὶ τὸ σῶμα λευκὸν τῶ λευκότητα 
? ¢ ¢ \ \ 2 oN ~ / a 
85 δεδέχθαι ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἐχει 
Παθητικαὶ δὲ ποιότητες λέγονται οὐ τῶ αὐτὰ 
90 τὰ δεδεγμένα τὰς ποιότητας πεπονθέναι τι οὔτε 
\ ~ 
yap τὸ μέλι τῷ πεπονθέναι τι λέγεται γλυκύ, οὔτε 
»- » ~ , 2g 7 ¢ / \ / 
τῶν ἄλλων τῶν τοιούτων οὐδέν ὁμοίως δὲ τού- 
\ ¢ 
τοὺς καὶ ἡ θερμότης Kal ἡ ψυχρότης παθητικαὶ 
δ ποιότητες λέγονται οὐ τῶ αὐτὰ τὰ δεδεγμένα 
’ “σι Α 
πεπονθέναι τι, τῷ δὲ κατὰ τὰς αἰσθήσεις ἑκάστην 
~ > 4 
τῶν εἰρημένων ποιοτήτων πάθους εἶναι ποιητικὴν 


παθητικαὶ ποιότητες λέγονται ἡ τε γὰρ γλυκύτης 
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9} ’ 4 \ »- > ~ 4 ¢ / 
πάθος τι κατὰ THY γεῦσιν ἐμποιεῖ καὶ ἡ θερμότης 


κατὰ τὴν ἁφήν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ at ἄλλαι 
1 Λευκότης δὲ καὶ μελανία καὶ αἱ ἄλλαι χροιαὶ οὐ 
τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον τοῖς εἰρημέιοις παθητικαὶ 
͵ὔ ᾽ Ἰλλὰ ~ Ἵ Ἀ 3 \ 1G 
ποιότητες λέγονται, ἀλλὰ τῶ αὐτὰς ἀπὸ πάθους 
, φ 4 o~ f 5 x (θ λλ 4 
γεγονέναι ὅτι μὲν οὖν γίνονται διὰ πάθος πολλαὶ 
4 7 δῆλ > θ \ ὔ’ὔ; 
μεταβολαὶ χρωμάτων, δῆλον αἰσχυνθεὶς γάρ τις 
3 % 4 ᾽ 4 \ 9 4 4 ¢ 
ἐρυθρὸς ἐγένετο Kat φοβηθεὶς ὠχρὸς Kat ἕκαστον 
: τῶν τοιούτων ὥστε καὶ El τις φύσει τῶν τοιούτων 
τι παθῶν πέπονθεν ἔκ τινων φυσικῶν συμπτω- 
᾽ὔ 
μάτων, τὴν ὁμοίαν χροιὰν εἰκός ἐστιν ἔχειν αὐτόν 
ἥτις γὰρ νῦν ἐν 7H αἰσχυνθῆναι διάθεσις τῶν περὶ 
- 4 
τὸ σῶμα ἐγέιετο, Kal κατὰ φυσικὴν σύστασιν ἡ 
αὐτὴ γένουτ᾽ av, ὥστε φύσει καὶ τὴν χροιὰν ὁμοίαν 
20 γίγνεσθαι ὅσα μὲν οὖν τῶν τοιούτων συμπτω- 
~ 4 
μάτων ἀπό τινων παθῶν δυσκινήτων καὶ παρα- 
4 
μονίμων τὴν ἀρχὴν είληφε, παθητικαὶ ποιότητες 
λέγονται εἴτε γὰρ ἐν TH κατὰ φύσιν συστάσει 
ὠχρότης ἢ μελανία γεγένηται, ποιότητες λέγονται 
(ποιοὶ γὰρ κατὰ ταύτας λεγόμεθα), εὖτε διὰ νόσον 
2 μακρὰν 7 διὰ καῦμα τὸ αὐτὸ τοῦτο συμβέβηκεν 
- A 
ὠχρότης ἡ μελανία, καὶ μὴ ῥαδίως ἀποκαθίστανται 
; 

ἢ Kat διὰ βίου παραμένουσι, ποιότητες Kal αὐταὶ 
λέγονται ὁμοίως γὰρ ποιοὶ κατὰ ταύτας λεγόμεθα 
Ὅ δὲ 9 \ ¢ δί ὃ λ 7 ἃ 4 5 

σα δὲ ἀπὸ ῥαδίως διαλυομένων Kal ταχὺ ἀπο- 
θ , 4 {0 λέ ᾽ δὲ 
καθισταμένων γίνεται, πάθη λέγεται, ποιότητες δὲ 


w ? \ 
8. οὐ οὐ γὰρ λέγονται ποιοί τινες κατὰ ταύτας 
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example, of taste 1s affected by sweetness or sourness, 
by coldness or warmth that of touch So 1t 1s with 
all qualities hke them 

All colours, as whiteness or blackness, are qualities 
ilso and passive, but not in the same sense, howevc1, 
as those we have hitherto mentioned We give them 
that name from the fact that they sprig from affec- 
tions o1 passions There are numerous changes of 
colour that clearly arse from affections When men 
are ashamed, then they blush, when alarmed, they 
turn pile aad so on So much 1s this really the case 
that I think, when a man is by nature disposed 
tow aids shime οἱ alarm as arising from a ceitain con- 
comitance of bodily elements in him, we may not 
unfanl, conclude that he takes on the corirespond- 
ing colour For that state of the bodily elements 
which for the moment accompanied the feeling of 
shame or alarm might very well also result from 
his physical organization, and thus a like colour 
might also arise in the process of nature All 
stites of this hind may be, therefoie, included 
among passive qualities, seeing then source cain be 
found in some constant and lasting affection lor 
whether their source can be found in the bodily 
oiginization or in long disease or sunburn, when 
thev cannot be heghtly removed and may even 
endure thioughout hfe, yet a pale and a dushy com- 
plesxion are always called qualities by us, because we 
are called such and such fiom our having that pallor 
or dushiness 

Conditions, however, aiising fiom causes soon 
rendered moperative, if not entirely removed, will 
be known as «ffections, not qualities, secing that no 
one 1s called such and such on account of those con- 
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9b 3} 4 °e 9% ~ 4 A > θῆ 3 [ 
οὔτε γὰρ 6 ἐρυθριῶν διὰ τὸ αἰσχυνθῆναι ἐρυθρίας 


, f e > “A \ 4 “~ 3 , 
λέγεται, οὐτε 6 ὠχριῶν διὰ τὸ φοβηθῆναι ὠχρίας, 
3 s ~ } Ls ’ὔ Ἅ ‘ 
ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον πεπονθέναι τι ὥστε πάθη μὲν τὰ 
“~ A 
τοιαῦτα λέγεται, ποιότητες δὲ οὔ 
\ ᾿ 
“Ὁμοίως δὲ τούτοις καὶ κατὰ τὴν ψυχὴν πα- 
/ , 
“ θητικαὶ ποιότητες καὶ πάθη λέγεται ὅσα γὰρ 
o~ ~ ,ἷ 
ἐν 7H γενέσει εὐθὺς ἀπό τινων παθῶν δυσκινήτων 
, 
γεγένηται, ποιότητες λέγονται, οἷον ἢ τε μανικὴ 
19a ἔκστασις καὶ ἡ ὀργὴ καὶ τὰ τοιαῦτα ποιοὶ γὰρ 
»" 
κατὰ ταύτας λέγονται, ὀργίλοι τε καὶ μανικοί 
¢ ? \ Α δ 3 / 4 ? > > 
ὁμοίως δὲ Kal ὅσαι ἐκστάσεις μὴ φυσικαΐ, ἀλλ 
ἀπό τινων ἄλλων συμπτωμάτων γεγένηνται δυσαπ- 
\ \ 
5 άλλακτοι ἡ καὶ ὅλως ἀκίνητοι, ποιότητες Kal τὰ 
~ \ 
τοιαῦτα ποιοὶ yap κατὰ ταύτας λέγονται doa 
’ 
δὲ ἀπὸ ταχὺ ἀποκαθισταμένων γίνεται, πάθη 
χυ 
λέγεται, οἷον εἰ λυπούμενός τις ὀργιλώτερός ἐστιν 
0 ἃ 4 , > ’ φ 3 ~ “ ? 
οὐδὲ yap λέγεται ὀργίλος 6 ἐν TH τοιούτω πάθει 
> , ¥ 3 \ ~ / 
ὀργιλώτερος ὦν, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον πεπονθέναι τι 
το ὥστε πάθη μὲν λέγεται τὰ τοιαῦτα, ποιότητες δ᾽ οὔ 
\ ~ 
Τέταρτον δὲ γένος ποιότητος σχῆμά τε καὶ ἡ 
περὶ ἕκαστον ὑπάρχουσα μορφή, ἔτι δὲ πρὸς τού- 
\ 
τοῖς εὐθύτης καὶ καμπυλότης, καὶ εἴ TL τούτοις 
> > , 
ὅμοιόν ἐστιν καθ᾽ ἕκαστον γὰρ τούτων ποιόν τι 
“ , 
λέγεται τῶ γὰρ τρίγωνον ἢ τετράγωνον εἶναι 
ποιόν τι λέγεται, καὶ τῶ; εὐθὺ ἡ καμπύλον καὶ 
Ὰ ‘ \ 
κατὰ τὴν μορφὴν δὲ έκαστον ποιόν τι λέγεται 
A 
τὸ δὲ μανὸν καὶ TO πυκνὸν Kal TO τραχὺ Kal τὸ 


μὰ 
on 


1 τὸ Β 
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ditions He who blushes from shame 1s not, therefore, 
regaided as naturally ruddy, nor he who becomes 
pale from fear as one having a pallid complexion 
We sav ‘So-and-so was affected’ Such states are 
affections, not qualities 

Likewise, there are in the soul passive qualities 
and also affections When a man has a temper from 
birth and its source 1s in certain affections not easy 
to change or remove, then we give 1t the name of a 
quality Madness and irascibility and so on are cases 
in point For it 1s on account of such things that we 
call a man mad or irascible Likewise, distractions 
of mind, which, although not innate in themselves, 
yet arise from a certain concomitance of some other 
elements in him and seem to be either enduring or 
at least very hard to remove, are denominated 
qualities also For people are called such and such 
on account of conditions like these On the contrary, 
those which arise fiom some source that 15 readily 
healed we shall call by the name of affections, such 
as being somewhat angry, when vexed For a 
man is not known as bad-tempered from being, 
when vexed, somewhat angry We say ‘Such a 
man 1s affected’ Such states are affections, not 
qualities 

Of quality the fourth kind consists of the forms 
and the figures of things , add to these also crookhed- 
ness, straightness and all other qualities ike them 
For things are defined by these also as being of such 
and such nature And things have a definite nature 
by being ‘triangular,’ ‘quadrangular,’ by being 
‘straight,’ ‘crooked’ and so on In virtue, indeed, 
of its figure or shape 1s each thing quahfied Rare 
and dense, rough and smooth, while appearing at 
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108 , 4 Ἃ , 4 μ tm 4 
λεῖον δόξειε μὲν ἂν ποιόν τι onpatrew, ἔοικε δὲ 


2 f 4 ~ lon 4 \ 4 
ἀλλότρια τὰ τοιαῦτα εἶναι τῆς περὶ TO ποιὸν 
lan / ~ 
2) διαιρέσεως θέσιν γὰρ μᾶλλόν τινα φαίνεται τῶν 
f ~ \ x ~ \ 
μορίων ἑκάτερον δηλοῦν πυκνὸν μὲν yap τῶ τὰ 
? 7’ > LAA Ar 3 δὲ ~ ὃ 
μόρια σύνεγγυς elias ἀλλήλοις, μανὸν δὲ τῷ ὃὲ- 
3 > 5 ; \ A “~ \ ~ > 3 39 f 
εστάϊ αι am ἀλλήλων Kat λεῖον μὲν τῶ ἐπ᾽ εὐθείας 
4 , aA \ \ ~ 4 4 ξ 
πως τὰ μόρια κεῖσθαι, τραχὺ δὲ τῶ τὸ μὲν ὑπερ- 
7ὔ 
ἔχειν τὸ δὲ ἐλλείπειν 
~ f f 
2 Ἴσως μὲν οὖῦν καὶ dddos dv τις φανείη τρόπος 
4 
ποιότητος, ἀλλ᾽ of ye μάλιστα λεγόμενοι σχεδὸν 
ov-ot εἰσιν 
/ 4 on > ἢ ξ 2 7 4 δὲ 
Ποιότητες μὲν οὖν εἰσὶν αἱ εἰρημέναι, ποιὰ δὲ 
Ν 4 ,ὔ bs) e “. 
πὰ κατὰ ταύτας παρωνύμως λεγόμενα ἢ ὁπωσοῦν 
> “ \ ~ 7 
80 ἄλλως av αὐτῶν ἐπὶ μὲν οὖν τῶν πλείστων 
/ / “ = 
καὶ σχεδὸν ἐπὶ πάντων παρωνύμως λέγεται, οἷον 
9 κι ‘ “σ᾿ 
ἀπὸ τῆς λευκότητος λευκὸς καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς γραμ- 
“ ~ / 
ματικῆς γραμματικὸς καὶ ἀπὸ τῆς δικαιοσύνης 
΄ ~ 
δίκαιος, ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
> 2 8. Uf 4 x \ 4 “ σ᾿ 7 
Em’ ἐιίων δὲ διὰ τὸ μὴ κεῖσθαι ταῖς ποιότησιν 
ὀνόματα οὐκ ἐνδέχεται παρωνύμως an αὐτῶν 
85 λέγεσθαι οἷον δρομικὸς ἡ πυκτικὸς ὁ κατὰ δύναμιν 
͵ > ς 
ror φυσικὴν λεγόμενος ἀπ᾽ οὐδεμιᾶς ποιότητος παρ- 
᾽ ΄“ ὩἍ 
ὠνύμως λέγεται οὐ γὰρ κεῖται ὀνόματα ταῖς δυ- 
[4} ~ ~ 
τάμεσι καθ᾽ ἃς οὔτοι ποιοὶ λέγονται, ὥσπερ ταῖς 
> 3 
ἐπιστήμαις καθ᾽ ἃς πυκτικοὶ ἡ παλαιστρικοὶ κατὰ 
’ ,ὔ 
διάθεσιι λέγονται πυκτικὴ γὰρ λέγεται ἐπιστήμη 
4 3 
ὅδ Καὶ παλαιστρική, ποιοὶ δ᾽ ἀπὸ τούτων παρωνύμως 
¢ 
οἱ διακείμενοι λέγονται ἐνίοτε δὲ καὶ ὀνόματος 
κειμένου οὐ λέγεται παρωνύμως τὸ κατ᾽ αὐτὴν 
\ f “ -“ “a 
mow λεγόμενον, οἷον ἀπὸ τῆς ἀρετῆς ὁ σπου- 
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first sight to indicate quality, are foreign, in fact, 
fiom thit class They will rithe: be found to denote 
« puticulur position of the parts Thus we call a 
thing dense, when the parts that compose it are 
closely compacted, but rare, when those parts have 
interstices , rough, when some parts are piojecting, 
but smooth, when the surface 1s smooth, upon which, 
so to spe rh, [16 those paits 

These are the four kinds of quality Others there 
possibly may be but these are those strictly so called 

Qualities, then are those mentioned The things 
that deiive then names from them or depend in some 
other way on them are said to be things qualitied 
in some definite manner or other In most—indeed, 
neaily all—cases the names of the qualified things 
are derived from the names of the qualities From 
‘whiteness, from ‘ grammai,’ from ‘justice,’ we have 
‘white, grammatical, ‘just’ So with all other 
simulai cases 

Sometimes, howeve1, the qualities haying no names 
of their own no deivative names can exist Thus 
the name of the 1unner or boxer, so called fiom an 
innate capacity, cannot be derived from a quality 
‘That 1s to say, such capacities have no particular 
names, as the sciences have, with a reference to 
which we call one man a boxer, another a wrestler 
andsoon By ascience we mean a disposition , each 
science, too, has its own name, such as boxing, for 
mstance, or wrestling And those who are that way 
disposed get their name from the name of the science 
Sometimes, moreover, the quality possesses a well- 
defined name, but the thing that partakes of its 
nature does not also take its name fiom it Yor 
instance, ἃ good man 15 good from possessing the 
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10 b 
δαῖος τῶ γὰρ ἀρετὴν ἔχειν σπουδαῖος λέγεται, ἀλλ᾽ 
> 


οὐ παρωνύμως ἀπὸ τῆς ἀρετῆς οὐκ ἐπὶ πολλῶν 
19 δὲ τὸ τοιοῦτόν ἐστιν 
Ποιὰ τοίνυν λέγεται τὰ παρωιτύμως ἀπὸ τῶν 
εἰρημένων ποιοτήτων λεγόμενα ἣ ὁπωσοῦν ἄλλως 
aT αὐτῶν 
“Ὑπάρχει δὲ καὶ ἐναντιότης κατὰ τὸ ποιόν, οἷον 
δικαιοσύνη ἀδικία ἐναντίον καὶ λευκότης μελανία 
1.0 καὶ TaAAa δὲ ὡσαύτως, καὶ τὰ κατ᾽ αὐτὰς ποιὰ 
λεγόμενα, οἷον τὸ αἀδικον τῶ δικαίω καὶ τὸ λευκὸν 
τῶ μέλανι οὐκ ἐπὶ πάντων δὲ τὸ τοιοῦτο τῶ 
γὰρ πυρρῶ ἡ ὠχρῶ ἢ ταῖς τοιαύταις χροιαῖς οὐδὲν 
ἐναντίον ποιοῖς ovow 
"Ext δέ, ἐὰν τῶν ἐναντίων θάτερον ἢ ποιόν, καὶ 
τὸ λοιπὸν ἔσται ποιόν τοῦτο δὲ δῆλον προ- 
20 χειριξομένω τὰς ἄλλας κατηγορίας, οἷον εἰ ἔστιν 
ἡ δικαιοσύνη τῆ ἀδικία ἐναντίον, ποιὸν δὲ ἡ 
δικαιοσύνη, ποιὸν ἄρα καὶ ἡ ἀδικία οὐδεμία γὰρ 
τῶν ἄλλων κατηγοριῶν ἐφαρμόσει τῆ ἀδικία 
οὔτε γὰρ τὸ ποσὸν οὔτε τὸ πρός τι οὔτε ποῦ oul 
ὅλως τι τῶν τοιούτων οὐδέν, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ ποιόν wo- 
αὕτως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ rav dev rav Κακὸ, ὑπὸ ody 
ἐναντίων 
᾿Επιδέχεται δὲ τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ τὸ ἥττον τὰ ποιά 
λευκὸν γὰρ μᾶλλον καὶ ἤττον ἕτερον ἕτέρου 
λέγεται, καὶ δίκαιον érepov ἑτέρου μᾶλλον καὶ 
αὐτὸ δὲ ἐπίδοσιν λαμβάνει λευκὸν γὰρ ὃν ἔτι 
ἐνδέχεται λευκότερον γενέσθαι οὐ πάντα δέ, 
8) ἀλλὰ τὰ πλεῖστα δικαιοσύνη γὰρ δικαιοσύνης εἰ 
λέγεται μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον, ἀπορήσειεν av τις 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων διαθέσεων ἔνιοι 
γὰρ διαμφισβητοῦσι περὶ τῶν τοιούτων δικαιο- 
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quality, virtue We do not, however, derive the 
term, ‘ good,’ fiom the other term, ‘virtue’ Yet 
this 1s seldom the case 

Thus those things have a definite quahty which 
have derived their name from 1t or in some other way 
depend on it 

Qualities admit contrariety—not in all cases, how- 
ever Justice and injustice are contraries, blackness 
and whiteness and soon The things that are called 
such and such on account of their having these 
qualities also fall into this class For the just and the 
unjust are contraries, the blach and the white thing 
and so on But this is not so in all cases’ Red, 
yellow and similar colours are qualities that have no 
contiaries 

If one of two contraries 15 a quality, the other 1s also 
a quality This will be clear to whoever examines the 
rest of the categories Injustice 1s contrary to justice, 
and justice itself 1s a quality so, then, 1s also in- 
justice For no othe: category fits 1t, not quantity, 
neither relation, nor place, nor, in short, any other 
This holds in the case of all contraries that we 
denominate qualities 

Qualities admit of degrees For one thing 15 more 
white than another, another, again, 15 less white 
And one thing 1s more Just than another And a 
thing my get more of a quality, for things 
that are white may get whiter This rule, while 
it holds m most cases, 1s subject to certain 
exceptions For if justice could be moie or less 
justice, certain problems might thereon arise, as 
is also the case with all qualities which we may call 
dispositions And some go so far as to say that these 
cannot admit of degrees Health and justice them- 
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10b 
σύνην μὲν yap δικαιοσύνης οὐ πάνυ φασὶ δεῖν 


λέγεσθαι μᾶλλον καὶ ἦττον, οὐδὲ ὑγίειαν ὑγιείας, 
4. NTTOV μέντοι ἔχειν. ἕτερον ἑτέρου ὑγίειαν, καὶ 
iia δικαιοσύνην ἕτερον ἑτέρου, ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ γραμ- 
ματικὴν καὶ τὰς αλλας διαθέσεις ἀλλ᾽ οὖν τά 
γε κατὰ ταύτας λεγόμενα ἀναμφισβητήτως ἐπι- 
δέχεται τὸ μᾶλλοι καὶ τὸ ἧττον γραμματικώτερος 
yap erepos ἑτέρου λέγεται καὶ ὑγιεινότερος καὶ 
5 δικαιότερος, καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὡσαύτως 
Τρίγωνον δὲ καὶ τετράγωνον οὐ δοκεῖ τὸ μᾶλ- 
λον ἐπιδέχεσθαι, οὐδὲ τῶν ἄλλων σχημάτων οὐδέν 
τὰ μὲν γὰρ ἐπιδεχόμενα τὸν τοῦ τριγώνου λόγον 
ἢ τὸν τοῦ κύκλου πάνθ᾽ ὁμοίως τρίγωνα ὴ κύκλοι 
εἰσί, τῶν δὲ μὴ ἐπιδεχομένων οὐδὲν μᾶλλον ἕτερον 
10 ἑτέρου ῥηθήσεται οὐδὲν γὰρ μᾶλλον τὸ τετράγωνον 
τοῦ ἑτερομήκους κύκλος ἐστίν οὐδέτερον γὰρ ἐπι- 
δέχεται τὸν τοῦ κύκλου λόγον ἁπλῶς δέ, ἐὰν 
μὴ ἐπιδέχηται ἀμφότερα τὸν τοῦ προκειμένου 
λόγον, οὐ ῥηθήσεται τὸ ἕτερον τοῦ ἑτέρου μᾶλλον. 
οὐ πάντα οὖν τὰ ποιὰ ἐπιδέχεται τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ 
τὸ ἧττον 
1 ἸἸῶν μὲν οὖν εἰρημένων οὐδὲν ἴδιον ποιότητος, 
ὅμοια δὲ καὶ ἀνόμοα κατὰ μόνας τὰς πο'ότητας 
λέγεται ὅμοιον γὰρ érepov ἑτέρω οὐκ ἐστι κατ᾽ 
ἄλλο οὐδὲν a καθ᾽ δ ποιόν ἐστιν ὥστε ἴδιον ay 
ely τῆς ποιότητος τὸ ὅμοιον καὶ ἀνόμοιον λέγεσθαι 
κατ᾽ αὐτήν 
20 Οὐ δεῖ δὲ ταράττεσθαι, μή τις ἡμᾶς φήση ὑπὲρ 
ποιότητος τὴν πρόθεσιν ποιησαμένους πολλὰ τῶν 
πρός τι συγκαταριθμεῖσθον τὰς γὰρ ἐξεις καὶ 
διαθέσεις τῶν “πρός τι εἶναι ἐλέγομεν σχεδὸν γὰρ 
ἐπὶ πάντων τῶν τοιούτων τὰ γένη πρός τι λέγεται, 
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selves they contend, are not subject to such \ania- 
tions, but people in varying degrees aie possessed of 
health, justice and so on The same with gram- 
matic i] knowledge and all dispositions soever And 
certainly none can deny thai the things that are 
marked by such quahties have them in mote or less 
measuie This man will know more about grammar, 
be healthier or juster than that 

Terms that express a thing 5 figure—‘ tnangular,’ 
“i;ectangular and so on—can hardly admit of degiees 
Toi the objects to which the definition apphes of 
tuiangle or circle are equally triangular or circulai 
Otheis, to which the definition of neither of these 
things apphes, cannot differ themselves in degree 
I oi the square 1s no more of a circle than is—let us 
say—therectangle To neither of these the defimtion 
we give of 2 cncle apphes So, unless, in a word, 
the definition of the thing or the term thus in question 
1s appropriate to both of the objects, they cannot at 
allbecompiried Not all qualities, then, have degrees 

The aforementioned characteristics are no way 
peculia: to quality What 1s peculiar is this, that we 
predicate “hke’ and ‘unlike’ with a reference to 
quality only For one thing is like to anothe: in 
respect of some quality only So this is distinctive of 
quality 

It must not cause us trouble, however, if someone 
objects to our stitements that, quality bemg ou 
theme, we include in that category also a good 
many relative terms For both habits and dis- 
positions we admitted to be relative terms Now, 
at least in most cases, 1t happens that the genera, 
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τῶν δὲ καθ᾽ έκαστα οὐδέν ἡ μὲν yap ἐτιστήμη, 


γένος οὖσα, αὐτὸ ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἑτέρου λέγεται (τινὸς 
ὃ. γὰρ ἐπιστήμη λέγεται), τῶν δὲ καθ᾽ ἔέκαστα οὐδὲν 
αὐτὸ ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἑτέρου λέγεται, οἷον ἡ γραμμα- 
τικὴ οὐ λέγεται τινὸς γραμματικὴ οὐδ᾽ ἡ μουσικὴ 
τινὸς μουσική ἀλλ᾽ εἰ ἄρα, κατὰ τὸ γένος καὶ 
αῦται τῶν πρός τι λέγονται, οἷον ἡ γραμματικὴ 
su λέγεται τινὸς ἐπιστήμη, οὐ τινὸς γραμματική, καὶ 
ἡ μουσικὴ τινὸς ἐπιστήμη λέγεται, οὐ τινὸς μου- 
σική 
Ὥστε at καθ᾽ ἕκαστα οὐκ εἰσὶ τῶν πρός τι 
λεγόμεθα δὲ ποιοὶ ταῖς καθ᾽ ἕκαστα ταύτας γὰρ 
καὶ ἔχομεν ἐπιστήμονες γὰρ λεγόμεθα τῶ ἔχειν 
s. τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστα ἐπιστημῶν τινά ὠστε αὗται av 
καὶ ποιότητες εἴησαν, at καθ᾽ έκαστα, καθ᾽ ds 
ποτε καὶ ποιοὶ λεγόμεθα αὗται δὲ οὐκ εἰσὶ τῶν 
πρός τι ἐέτι εἰ τυγχάνοι τὸ αὐτὸ πρός τι καὶ 
ποιὸν Ov, οὐδὲν ἄτοπον ἐν ἀμφοτέροις τοῖς γένεσιν 
αὐτὸ καταριθμεῖσθαι 
ιν IX ᾿Ἐπιδέχεται δὲ καὶ τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ τὸ πάσχειν 
ἐναντιότητα καὶ τὸ μᾶλλον καὶ τὸ ἥττον τὸ γὰρ 
θερμαίνειν τῶ ψύχειν ἐναντίον καὶ τὸ θερμαίνεσθαι 
τῶ ψύχεσθαι καὶ τὸ ἥδεσθαι τῷ λυπεῖσθαι, ὥστε 
δ ἐπιδέχεται ἐναντιόύτητα καὶ τὸ μᾶλλον δὲ καὶ 
ἧττον θερμαίνειν γὰρ μᾶλλον καὶ ἤττον ἔστι, καὶ 
θερμαίνεσθαι μᾶλλον καὶ ἧττον ἐπιδέχεται οὖν τὸ 
μᾶλλον καὶ τὸ ῆττον τὸ ποιεῖν καὶ τὸ πάσχειν 
“Ὑπὲρ μὲν οὖν τούτων τοσαῦτα λέγεται εἔρηται 
ῖο δὲ καὶ ὑπὲρ τοῦ κεῖσθαι ἐν τοῖς πρός τι, ὅτι 
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doubtless, are relative, not so the individuals 
Knowledge, the genus, we define by a reference to 
something beyond it, for knowledge 1s knowledge 
of something Particular branches, however, of hnow- 
ledge are not thus explamed For example, we 
do not define by a reference to something external 
a knowledge of g.ammar or music For these, if in 
some sense 1elations, can only be taken for such in 
respect of their genus or hnowledge That is to say, 
we call grammar the hnowledge, not grammar, of 
something, and music we call, m lke manner, the 
knowledge, zot music, of something 

Thus particular bianches of hnow ledge are not to be 
classed among relatives People are called such and 
such from possessing these branches of knowledge 
These are the things they possess, being, therefore, 
called ‘ knowing ’ or ‘ expert,’ and never the genus 
or knowledge And, therefore, those branches of 
Lnowledge, in virtue of which we aie sometimes de- 
scribed as of such and such nature, themselves must 
come under the category of quality, not of relation 
\foreover, 1f anything happened to be both relation 
and quality, then 1t were nowise absurd to include 
it in both of these categouies 

IX Action and affection (or passion) have con- 
traiies and also degrees Thats, heating 1s contrary 
to cooling, as also being cooled to being heated or, 
again, being pleased to bemg pained ‘Thus 11 1s 
they admit contrariety Moreover, they allow of 
degiees , for you can heat or be heated more or less 
Hence it follows that both action and affection may 
aduut of vanations of degree 

Of these categouies so much 15 stated Posture 
οἱ position we spoke of, when dealing before with 


79 


ARISTOTLE 
11. 

παρωνύμως ἀπὸ τῶν θέσεων λέγεται ὑπὲρ δὲ τῶν 
λοιπῶν, τοῦ τε ποτὲ καὶ τοῦ ποῦ καὶ τοῦ ἔχειν, 
διὰ τὸ προφανῆ εἶναι οὐδὲν ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν ἄλλο 
λέγεται ὴ ὅσα ἐν ἀρχῆ ἐρρέθη, ὅτι τὸ ἔχειν μὲν 
σημαίνει τὸ ὑποδεδέσθαι, τὸ ὡπλίσθαι, τὸ δὲ ποῦ 
οἷον ἐν Λυκείω, καὶ τὰ ‘a 55. doa ὑπὲρ αὐτῶν 
ἐρρέθη 

3% X Ὑπὲρ μὲν οὖν τῶν προτεθέντων γενῶν ἱκανὰ 
τὰ εἰρημένα περὶ δὲ τῶν ἀντικειμένων, ποσαχῶς 
είωθεν ἀντικεῖσθαι, ῥητέον λέγεται δὲ ἕτερον 
ἑτέρω ἀντικεῖσθαι τετραχῶς, 7) ὡς τὰ πρός τι, ἡ 
ὡς τὰ ἐναντία, ἡ ὡς στέρησις καὶ ἔξις, ἡ ὡς 

20 κατάφασις καὶ ἀπόφασις ἀντίκειται δὲ ἕκαστον 
τῶν τοιούτων ὡς τύπω εἰπεῖν ὡς μὲν τὰ πρός τι, 
οἷοι τὸ διπλάσιον τῶ ἡμίσει, ὡς δὲ τὰ ἐναντία, 
οἷον τὸ κακὸν τῶ ἀγαθῶ, ὡς δὲ τὰ κατὰ στέρησιν 
καὶ ἕξιν, οἷον τυφλότης καὶ ὄψις, ὡς δὲ κατάφασις 
καὶ ἀπόφασις, οἷον κάθηται---οὐ κάθηται 

2, Ooa μὲν οὖν ws τὰ πρός τι ἀντίκειται, αὐτὰ 
ἅπερ ἐστὶ τῶν ἀντικειμένων λέγεται ἡ ὁπωσοῦν 
ἄλλως πρὸς αὐτά, οἵον τὸ διπλάσιον, αὐτὸ ὅπερ 
ἐστίν, ἑτέρου διπλάσιον λέγεται τινὸς γὰρ δι- 
πλάσιον καὶ ἡ ἐπιστήμη δὲ τῶ ἐπιστητῶ ὡς. τὰ 
πρός τι ἀντίκειται, καὶ λέγεταί γε ἡ ἐπιστήμη 
αὐτὸ ὅπερ ἐστὶ τοῦ ἐπιστητοῦ καὶ τὸ ἐπιστητὸν 

80 δὲ αὐτὸ ὅπερ ἐστὶ πρὸς ἀντικείμενον λέγεται, τὴν 
ἐπιστήμην τὸ γὰρ ἐπιστητὸν τινὶ λέγεται ἐπι- 
στητόν, τῇ ἐπιστήμη ὅσα ovv ἀντίκειται ὡς τὰ 
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“ The chipters that follow are commonly regarded by 
scholars as spuzlous 
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relation We said that such terms get their names 
fiom the attitudes corresponding to them The 
rest, that 1s, time, place and state, are so clear 
that I need say no more than I said at the very 
beginning—that a state 1s intended by terms such 
as being ‘shod, ‘aimed’ and the like, whereas 
place 1s intended by phrases like ‘in the Lyceum’ 
and so forth @ 

κ We have now said enough on the subject of the 
categories that we proposed, and with opposites next 
we must deal and the various senses of the word 
For we call things opposed in four ways—first of 
all, as correlatives are, either te1m of each pair to 
the other, m the next place, as contraries are, in 
the third place, as piivatives to positives, lastly, as 
affrmatives to negatives Speaking in outline, 1 
mean that correlatives that are opposed are expres- 
sions like ‘ double’ and ‘ half,’ while of contraries 
that are opposed we may take ‘ good’ and ‘bad’ for 
examples Of privative and positive terms we may 
here mention ἡ blindness ’ and ‘ sight,’ ‘ he 1s sitting’ 
and he is not sitting ° in the case of affirmatives and 
negatives 

Opposites, when relatives also, our custom it 1s 
to explain by referring the one to the othe: and 
using the genitive case οἱ some other grammatical 
constiuction Thus double,’ a relative term, 1s 
expliuned as the double of somethmg And know- 
ledge, a relative term, 1s opposed to the thing that 1s 
known and explained by a ieference to 1t The 
thing that 1s known is explamed by a reference to 
its opposite, to knowledge for the thing that is 
known will be known by a something—more pre- 
cisely, by hnowledge All opposites, then, are 
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11 b f 3 A 7 3 4 ¢ ff 4 an ¢ 
πρός τι, αὐτὰ amep ἐστὶν ἑτέρων λέγεται ἢ ὅπωσ- 
4 
δήποτε πρὸς ἄλληλα λέγεται 
4 7 
& Τὰ δὲ ws τὰ ἐναντία, αὐτὰ μὲν ἅπερ 
? \ " “᾿ \ av / > , 
ἐστὶν οὐδαμῶς πρὸς ἄλληλα λέγεται, ἐναντία 
, > , / # \ \ ὃ A ~ 
μέντοι ἀλλήλων λέγεται οὔτε yap τὸ ἀγαθὸν τοῦ 
ὡς ; 5 , 9 > > t \ 
κακοῦ λέγεται ἀγαθόν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐναντίον, οὔτε τὸ 
λ 4 ~ fr λ / > > 3 / ¢ 
evKov τοῦ μέλανος λευκόν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐναντίον ὥστε 
’ om €¢ 9 / > / , \ 
διαφέρουσιν αὗται at ἀντιθέσεις ἀλλήλων όσα δὲ 
“- 3 »-- Ἵ “ / 
12 τῶν ἐναντίων τοιαῦτά ἐστιν ὥστε ev οἷς πέφυκε 
γίνεσθαι ὴ ὧν κατηγορεῖται ἀναγκαῖον αὐτῶν 
θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, τούτων οὐδέν ἐστιν ἀνὰ μέσον 
ὧν δέ γε μὴ ἀναγκαῖον θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, τούτων 
ἔστι τι ἀνὰ μέσον πάντως, οἷον νόσος καὶ ὑγίεια 
ber σώματι ζώου πέφυκε γίνεσθαι, καὶ ἀναγκαῖόν 
, 4 ~ “ 
ye θάτερον ὑπάρχειν τῶ τοῦ ζώου σώματι, 7 
a 
τόσον ἡ ὑγίειαν καὶ περιττὸν δὲ Kal αἀρτιον 
“" - \ ~ 
ἀριθμοῦ κατηγορεῖται, καὶ ἀναγκαῖόν ye θάτερον 
» ~ δ 
τῷ ἀριθμῶ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ περιττὸν ἡ ἄρτιον καὶ 
/ A 
οὐκ ἔστι ye τούτων οὐδὲν ἀνὰ μέσον, OUTE νόσου 
an \ ~ 
10 Kal ὑγιείας οὔτε περιττοῦ καὶ ἀρτίου ὧν δέ ye 
a / φ / 
μὴ ἀιαγκαῖον θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, τούτων ἔστι τι 
\ 
ἀνὰ μέσον, οἷον μέλαν καὶ λευκὸν ἐν σώματι 
\ a“ 
πέφυκε γὦῴεσθαι, Kal οὐκ ἀναγκαῖόν ye θάτερον 
αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν τῶ σώμιατι οὐ γὰρ πᾶν ἤτοι 
Α ἍἌ , 9 ’, ᾿ ~ ι \ “ 
λευκὸν ἢ μέλαν ἐστίν καὶ φαῦλον δὲ καὶ σπουδαῖον 
~ \ \ 3 3 
Ib κατηγορεῖται μὲν καὶ Kar ἀνθρώπου Kal κατὰ 
” ~ >? 3 a " ΄ > ~ 
ἄλλων πολλῶν, οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον δὲ θάτερον αὐτῶν 
? / ae ~ 
ὑπάρχειν ἐκείνοις ὧν ἂν κατηγορῆται οὐ yap 
“ \ ~ 
πάντα ἤτοι φαῦλα ἢ σπουδαῖά ἐστιν καὶ ἔστι 
2. A / =~ fan 
γέ TL τούτων ἀνὰ μέσον, οἷον τοῦ μὲν λευκοῦ Kal 
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explained by referring the one to the other and 
using the genitive case or some other grammati- 
cal construction, when these are correlatives also 
Opposites are no way dependent, when contraries, 
the one upon the other but are contrary one to 
the other The good 1s not called, for example, 
the good of the bad but its contrary Similarly, 
white 1s not known as the white of the black but 
its contrary Thus these two hinds of opposition 
are entirely distinct from one another But con- 
traiics such that the subjects in which they are 
naturally found or of which they can be predicated 
must needs contain the one or the other—these never 
ein have mtermediates When there is no such 
necessity, then the reverse is the case, and they 
always will have an intermediate For example, 
both health and disease may be said to be naturally 
present in the bodies of all living things, and in 
consequence one or the other must be present 
in animal bodies We predicate both odd and even 
in similai1 manner of number, 1n consequence, one 
or the other must always be piesent m number 
Now, health and disease, odd and even, have no inter- 
mediate between them But where there 1s no such 
necessity, then the reverseis the case For example, 
both blackness and whiteness 816 naturally present 
in body, but neither need be in a body For not 
every body existing must eithe: be black or be white 
Then we piedicate goodness and badness of man, as 
of many things else Neither goodness nor badness, 
however, although they are predicated of them, 1s 
present of necessity inthem Not all things are good 
orarebad Now,such contiaries have intermediates 
Between black and white, for example, are sallow and 
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ty A \ \ 1 9 ‘ ἝΞΙ aX 
βελᾶνος To paar καὶ TO ὠχρὸν Και OCA αλλᾷ 


~ ? 4 f 
20 χρώματα, τοῦ δὲ davAov καὶ σπουδαίου τὸ οὔτε 


2 


8. 


8 


ες 


- 


“~ 3) ~~ κ- 4 2 5 6 A ~ > f 
φαῦλον οὔτε σπουδαῖον ἐπ᾽ ἐνίων μὲν οὖν ovo- 
ματα κεῖται τοῖς ἀνὰ μέσον, οἷον λευκοῦ καὶ 

“λ 4 t 4 4 3 4 4 ? XA, 
μέλανος τὸ φαιὸν Kal TO ὠχρὸν Kat ὁσα ἀλλα 
χρώματα ἐπ᾽ ἐνίων δὲ ὀνόματι μὲν οὐκ εὐπορον 

κ " 4 Fd b ~ ~ >) e ᾽ ~ 
τὸ ἀιὰ μέσον ἀποδοῦναι, τῇ δ᾽ ἑκατέρου τῶν 
ἄκρων ἀποφάσει τὸ ἀνὰ μέσον ὁρίζεται, olov τὸ 
oute ἀγαθὸν οὐτε κακὸν καὶ ovTe δίκαιον οὔτε 
αδικον 

, 4 4 [τ f 4 4 5 / 
Στέρησις δὲ καὶ ἕξις λέγεται μὲν περὶ ταὐτόν 
“ 4 f 
τι, οἷον ἡ ὄψις Kal ἡ τυφλότης περὶ ὀφθαλμόν 
, 4 9 “-- oJ “ Ἐ 7 7 , 
καθόλου δὲ εἰπεῖν, ἐν ὦ ἡ eis πέφυκε γίνεσθαι, 

Y ~ ~ 3 o 
περὶ τοῦτο λέγεται ἑκάτερον αὐτῶν ἐστερῆσθαι 
δὲ τότε λέγομεν ἐκαστον τῶν τῆς ἕξεως δεκτικῶν, 
ὅταν ἐν ᾧ πέφυκεν ὑπάρχειν καὶ ὅτε πέφυκεν 
έχειν μηδαμῶς ὑπάρχη νωδόν τε γὰρ λέγομεν οὐ 

Α 4 ϑ, > 7 A % +) 4 \ ἐκ 
τὸ μὴ ἔχον ὀδόντας, καὶ τυφλὸν οὐ τὸ μὴ ἔχον 
᾽ > Ἁ A 4 37 [2 ἢ / \ 
ὄψων, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὴ ἔχον ὅτε πέφυκεν έἔχειν τινὰ 

\ 3 » ; ra bya x > - > > 
γὰρ ἐκ γενετῆς οὔτε ὄψιν ἔχει οὔτε ὀδόντας, GAA 

τὰ ᾿ f \ » 7 
οὐ λέγεται οὔτε νωδὰ οὔτε τυφλά 

\ 4 9 ~ \ 4 4 ta ” 3 9 

Τὸ δὲ ἐστερῆσθαι καὶ τὸ τὴν ἕξιν ἔχειν οὐκ ἔστι 

7 4 [χὰ ’ὔ A 7 3 ¢ δ) 
στέρησις καὶ ἕξιι eis μὲν γάρ ἐστιν ἡ ὄψις, 

? 4 ¢€ 7 4 δὲ 3 A + 3 
στέρησις δὲ ἡ τυφλότης τὸ δὲ ἔχειν τὴν ὄψιν οὐκ 
ἐστιν ὄψις, οὐδὲ τὸ τυφλὸν εἶναι τυφλότης 

/ 7 ¢ A 
στέρησις yap tis ἡ τυφλότης ἐστίν, τὸ δὲ τυφλὸν 
elias ἐστερῆσθαι, οὐ στέρησίς ἐστιν ἔτι εἰ ἣν ἡ 
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grey and so forth, while between good and bad we 
have that which is neithe: the one nor the other 
And some intermediate qualities have their own 16- 
cugnized names We maj take as examples again 
grey and sallow and similar colours, mtermediate 
between white and black In some of the cases, 
however, to name them were no easy matter We 
then must define the mte:mediate as that which 1s 
neither extieme— neither good nor yet bad,’ for 
example, ἡ neithe: just nor unjust,’ and so forth 

What are called ἡ prisatives ’ and ἡ positives ’ 1efer 
to identical subjects, as blindness and sight to the 
eye It is ever the case with such pairs that we 
predicate one or the other, wheieve: the particular 
positive is naturally found οἱ produced Thus we 
say that what may have a facully then 1s deprived of 
that ficult, , when it 1s totally absent and yet should 
be naturally present and present also at that time 
Not what is without teeth o1 sight do we, therefore, 
call toothless οὐ blind But we rather use those 
terms of that which has not but should have teeth 
or sight and should have teeth or sight at that time 
For, indeed, ceitain creatures there are which fiom 
buth have no teeth o1 no sight but are not known as 
toothless o1 blind 

To possess and to be without faculties cannot be 
considered the same with the coriesponding ‘ posi- 
tives’ and ‘privatives”’ Sight’ 1s, for instance, a 
‘positive,’ “blindness, its opposite, a ‘ privative’ 
‘Sight ἡ and ‘to have sight, however, must not be 
considered identical So “το be blind ’ 1s not ‘ blind- 
ness’ Foi “ blindness,’ we said, is a ‘ privative, but 
‘to be blind signifies a condition of want or privation 
‘To be blind 15 itself not a‘ piivative’ This may, 
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12 a / >A ~ ‘ A ba) 
49 τυφλότης ταὐτὸν TH τυφλὸν εἶναι, κατηγορεῖτο ἂν 


~ ~ 4 
ἀμφότερα κατὰ τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἀλλὰ τυφλὸς μὲν 
, δ ΝΜ “ Ἁ 3 “" “ 
1. λέγεται ὃ ἄνθρωπος, τυφλότης δὲ οὐδαμῶς λέγεται 
ὁ ἀνθρωπος 
> ~ 4 A ~ ~ \ > ~ 
Αντικεῖσθαι δὲ καὶ ταῦτα δοκεῖ, τὸ ἐστερῆσθαι 
καὶ τὸ τὴν έξιν ἔχειν, ὡς στέρησις καὶ ἐξις ὁ γὰρ 
τρόπος τῆς ἀντιθέσεως ὃ αὐτός ὡς γὰρ ἡ τυφλότης 
τῇ ὄψει ἀντίκειται, οὕτω καὶ τὸ τυφλὸν εἶναι τῶ 
δ όψιν ἔχειν ἀντίκειται 
3 td \ 3 \ 4 ξ 4 x > / \ 
Οὐκ ἐστι δὲ οὐδὲ τὸ ὑπὸ THY ἀπόφασιν καὶ 
κατάφασιν ἀπόφασις καὶ κατάφασις ἡ μὲν γὰρ 
7 , + " \ 1, ¢ 53 / 
κατάφασις λόγος ἐστὶ καταφατικὸς καὶ ἡ ἀπόφασις 
λόγος ἀποφατικός, τῶν δὲ ὑπὸ τὴν κατάφασιν καὶ 
? / 3 ? 2 ’ “ \ \ ~ 
το ἀπόφασιν οὐδέν ἐστι λόγος λέγεται δὲ Kal ταῦτα 
3 “A 3 2 ¢ 7 a > 7 
ἀντικεῖσθαι ἀλλήλοις ὡς κατάφασις καὶ ἀπόφασις 
καὶ γὰρ ἐπὶ τούτων ὃ τρόπος τῆς ἀντιθέσεως ὁ 
αὐτός wes γάρ ποτε ἡ κατάφασις πρὸς τὴν ἀπό- 
φασιν ἀντίκειται, οἷον τὸ κάθηται τῶ οὐ κάθηται, 
lan , 
1s οὕτω Kal TO ὑφ᾽ ἑκάτερον πρᾶγμα ἀντίκειται, TO 
καθῆσθαι τῶ μὴ καθῆσθαι 
oe 4 ¢ , \ € 7 > 3 / ¢ 
Ori δὲ ἡ στέρησις καὶ ἡ ets οὐκ ἀντίκειται ὡς 
τὰ πρός τι, φανερόν οὐ γὰρ λέγεται αὐτὸ ὅπερ 
3 Ἀ » 5 / ς ‘ # 3 3 ὔ 
ἐοτὶ τοῦ ἀντικειμένου ἡ γὰρ ὄψις οὐκ ἔστι τυφλό- 
ld 299 ? 3 ~ A ? \ 7 
τητος ὄψις, οὐδ᾽ ἄλλως οὐδαμῶς πρὸς αὐτὸ λέγεται 
ξ / \ ? \ ς / ; 3 \ / 
ὡσαύτως δὲ οὐδὲ ἡ τυφλότης λέγοιτ᾽ av τυφλότης 
\ ‘4 
a ὄψεως, ἀλλὰ στέρησις μὲν ὄψεως ἡ τυφλότης 
/ / \ Ἅ, > , , \ 
λέγεται, τυφλότης δὲ ὄψεως od λέγεται ett τὰ 
A 
πρός τι πάντα πρὸς ἀντιστρέφοντα λέγεται, ὥστε 
καὶ ἡ τυφλότης εἴπερ ἣν τῶν πρός τι, ἀντέστρεφεν 
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moreover, be noted, that, 1f ‘ to be blind’ could be 
rightly considered the same thing with ‘ blindness,’ 
then should we predicate both, without doubt, of 
identical things This, however,1s never the case A 
min may be said to be blind, yet a man 15 not said 
to be blindness 

As ‘ positives’ and ‘ privatives ᾿ are opposites, so 
are possessing a faculty and being m a state of piiva-~ 
tion We have the same sort of antithesis For to be 
blind and have sight are opposed just as blindness 
and sight 

What 15 affirmed in a statement 1s not of itself 
affirmation nor whatis denied adenial ‘ Affirmation’ 
means ‘ affirmative statement,’ ‘denial’ means ‘a 
negative statement But what 1s affirmed or denied 
in a statement 1s matte: of fact, not a statement, 
proposition, assertion It, nevertheless, 1s the case 
that the things we affirm and deny are called oppo- 
sites n the same sense For we have the same soit 
of antithesis Just as the affirmative statement and 
the negative themselves are opposed—take the two 
propositions, for instance, ‘he sits and ‘he is not 
sitting “—so, too, are the facts thus expressed or his 
sitting, that 1s, and not sitting 

‘ Positives © and ‘ privatives ’ clearly are not in the 
same sense opposed as are relatives one to the other 
We do not eaplain them, I mean, by referring the 
one to the other We do not call sight sight of blind- 
ness, nor use any other form of statement that serves 
to bring out a relation And blindness, in similar 
manner, we do not call blindness of sight, but we 
call 1t privation of sight Again, relative terms 
arereciprocal Therefore, were bln Jness a relative, 
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12b at 3 ~ 3 Δ # tAA 9 9 
dv κἀκεῖνο πρὸς ὃ λέγεται ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει 


7 
9 οὐ γὰρ λέγεται ἡ ὄψις τυφλότητος ὀψις 
“ \ 22> ς , 2 tf 97 \ \ 
Ort δὲ οὐδ᾽ ὡς τὰ ἐναντία ἀντίκειται τὰ κατὰ 
᾿ ᾿Ὶ Ὁ λ ᾽ > ~ ὃ δ2λ ~ 
στέρησω καὶ ἕξιν λεγόμενα, ἐκ τῶνδε δῆλον τῶν 
μὲν γὰρ ἐναντίων, ὧν μηδέν ἐστιν ἀνὰ μέσον, 
ἀναγκαῖον, ἐν ὦ πέφυκε γίνεσθαι ἢ ὧν κατ- 
su Ἰγορεῖται, θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν ἀεί τούτων 
4 "δὲ ~ 3 4 7 “Ἁ θ 4 “ 3 A 
yap οὐδὲν ἣν ava μέσον, ὧν θάτερον ἣν ἀναγκαῖον 
τῷ δεκτικῶ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ἐπὶ νόσου καὶ ὑγιείας 
Α “a 4 3 f “ \ ww 3 4 ὔ 
καὶ περιττοῦ καὶ ἀρτίου wy δὲ ἔστι τι ἀνὰ μέσον, 
Ὁ 2 > + + es , “ 
οὐδέποτε ἀνάγκη παντὶ ὑπάρχειν θάτερον οὔτε 
ap λευκὸν ἡ μέλαν ἀνάγκη πᾶν εἶναι τὸ ὃ 
γὰρ ἣμ γκὴ τὸ δεκτικόν, 
ἅ 
οὔτε θερμὸν οὐτε ψυχρόν τούτων γὰρ ἀνὰ μέσον 
+] Ἀ 7 ς 7 3, A A 7 “ 
86 τί οὐδὲν κωλύει ὑπάρχειν ἔτι δὲ καὶ τούτων ἣν 
3 4 , “ Ἁ 3 ~ la ¢€ ? 
τι ἀνὰ μέσον, wy μὴ ἀναγκαῖον θάτερον ὑπάρχειν 
΄“ “~ ὃ ~ 3 A “ 7 A “A é ? 
ἣν TO δεκτικῶ, εἰ μὴ οἷς φύσει τὸ ἕν ὑπάρχει, 
e ~ 4 4 8 ~ ΐ \ ~ ,ὔ ‘ 
οἷον τῷ πυρὶ τὸ θερμῶ εἶναι καὶ TH χιόνι τὸ 
λ “~ 9 A δὲ 7 3 7 3 “~ 
40 AeuK ἐπὶ δὲ τούτων ἀφωρισμένως ἀναγκαῖον 
/ ξ / 4 
θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, καὶ οὐχ ὁπότερον ἔτυχεν οὐ 
4 3 ? \ ~ τ 
γὰρ ἐνδέχεται τὸ πῦρ ψυχρὸν εἶναι οὐδὲ τὴν χιόνα 
ty 4 7 x 3 3 ᾽ ~ ~ 
188 μέλαιναν ὥστε παντὶ μὲν οὐκ ἀνάγκη τῶ δεκτικῶ 


7 3 ~ Ly f > 
θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλὰ μόνον οἷς φύσει τὸ 
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blindness and sight would recipiocate This is, 
however, not so For we do not call sight sight of 
blindness 

That ‘positives’ and ‘piivatives,’ moreover, are 
not in the same sense opposed as are contiaiies one 
to the othe: seems perfectly clear from the following 
When contiaries have no intermediate, we saw that 
the one o1 the other must ever be present in the 
subject mm which they are naturally found o of 
which they will serve as the predicates Where 
this necessity obtained, then the terms could have 
no mmtermediates Health and disease, odd and 
even, were mentioned above as examples But 
where contraries have an imteimediate, no such 
necessity obtains It was not every subject that 
may be receptive of blach and of white that must, 
therefore, be black οὐ be white And the same, 
too, with coldness and heat That 1s, something 
or other intermediate between black and white 
may be piesent, between hot and cold and the hke 
(Moreover, we have alieady seen that those con- 
tranes had an intermediate, where 1t was not a 
necessity that one of the two should be mherent in 
everything capable of receiving them) An excep- 
tion must, however, be made where one contiary 
naturally inheres To be hot is the nature of fe, 
and the nature of snow to be white’ In such cases, 
then, one of the contraries needs must be definitely 
present, not one or the other, in things It 1s out of 
the question that fire should be cold or that snow 
should be black Hence it follows that one of the 
contraries need not be present in all things that may 
be receptive of such It 1s present of necessity only 
in the subjects in which τὸ mheres And, moreover, 
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18a a ¢ ᾽ A , > f 4 a 4 
ἕν ὑπάρχει, Kal τούτοις ἀφωρισμένως TO ἕν Kal 


οὐχ ὁπότερον ἔτυχεν 
i?) Ἀ δὲ “-- ᾽ q ~ ev > é 
πὶ δὲ τῆς στερήσεως Kal τῆς ἕξεως οὐδέτερον 
ὃ τῶν εἰρημένων ἀληθές οὔτε' γὰρ ἀεὶ τῶ δεκτικῶ 
ἀναγκαῖον θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν τὸ γὰρ μήπω 
4 27 of 3 4 2, x ; 
πεφυκὸς ὄψιν ἔχειν οὔτε τυφλὸν οὔτε ὄψιν ἔχον 
λέγεται, ὥστε οὐκ ἂν eln ταῦτα τῶν τοιούτων 
“ ? os " , > > 7 ,ὔ 3 > Qo 
ἐναντίων ὧν οὐδέν ἐστι ἀνὰ μέσον ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ 
΄“ “- 4 
ὧν TL ἔστιν ava μέσον ἀναγκαῖον γάρ ποτε παντὶ 
το τῶ δεκτικῶ θάτερον αὐτῶν ὑπάρχειν ὅταν yap 
” 4 “~ δ 3 2 ῖ A A ΕΣ 
ἤδη πεφυκὸς ἡ ὄψιν ἔχειν, τότε 7 τυφλὸν ἡ ὄψιν 
ἔχον ῥηθήσεται, καὶ τούτων οὐκ ἀφωρισμένως 
θάτερον, ἀλλ᾽ ὁπότερον ἔτυχεν οὐ γὰρ ἀναγκαῖον 
Ἄ., 4 4 3, ὔ 3 > ¢€ ? f 
ἢ τυφλὸν ἡ ἔχον ὄψιν εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ ὁπότερον ἔτυχεν 
ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἐναντίων, ὧν ἔστι τι ἀνὰ μέσον, οὐδ΄ 
3 aA oa s / € f ° 4 
more ἀναγκαῖον nv παντὶ θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλὰ 
@ an 
τὸ τισί, καὶ τούτοις ἀφωρισμένως TO EV γ᾿ ὥστε δῆλον 
“ 7 
ὅτι κατ᾽ οὐδέτερον τῶν τρόπων ὡς τὰ ἐναντία 
Ἁ ? 
ἀντίκειται τὰ κατὰ στέρησιν Kal ἕξιν ἀντικείμενα 
"Ere ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν ἐναντίων, ὕπάρχοντος τοῦ 
ο0 δεκτικοῦ, δυνατὸν εἰς ἄλληλα μεταβολὴν γίνεσθαι, 
εἰ μή τινι φύσει τὸ ἕν ὑπάρχει, οἷον τῶ πυρὶ τὸ 
θερμῷ εἶναι καὶ γὰρ τὸ ὑγιαῖνον δυνατὸν νοσῆσαι 
\ 4 4 ᾽ὔ , 4 4 4 
καὶ τὸ λευκὸν μέλαν γενέσθαι καὶ τὸ ψυχρὸν 
f 4 9 ὔ »“-οὦἄ Α +) A 
θερμόν, καὶ ἐκ σπουδαίου ye φαῦλον καὶ ἐκ dav- 
“A af ’ὔ »-ὦ 
λου σπουδαῖον δυνατὸν γενέσθαι 6 γὰρ φαῦλος 
> 7 4 3 7 4 7 \ 
ets βελτίους διατριβὰς ἀγόμενος καὶ λόγους Kav 
1 ode B 
00 
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in cases like this 1t 1s dcfhimitely one οἱ the other, not 
ether the one or the other, which is of necessity 
present 

Neither of the foregoing statements holds good of 
our ‘ positives ’ and ‘ privatives ᾿ Subjects receptive 
ot such are not bound to have one or the other For 
what is not yet it the stage when τὸ naturally ought 
to have sight 15 not cilled either seeing or sightless 
And ‘ positives’ and ‘ privatives ’ therefore, are not 
to be classed with those contiraries wheie there 1s no 
intermediate Neither, again, should we class them 
with contraries haying intermediates For one or the 
othe at times must form part of cach possible subject 
When a thing should by nature have sight, we shall 
say that 1t sees ΟἹ 1s blind, indeterminately and not 
of necessity but whicheve: τὸ happens to be It has 
not of necessity sight, 1t 1s not of necessity blind , 
it must bein one state or the other But have we not 
aheady seen that of contiaries having intermediates 
neithe: the one nor the other need be found im each 
possible subject but definitely one of the pair must 
be present in some of those subjects ἢ That ‘ posi- 
tuves’ and puivatives, therefore, are not opposed 
one to the other im either of the same ways as con- 
traries will be evident from the fo1egoing 

Of contraz1es this, too, holds good, that, the subject 
remaining identical, ether may change to the other, 
unless, indeed, one of those contiaries constitutes 
pait of that subject, as heat constitutes part of fire 
What 1s healthy may well become sich, what is white 
may in trme become black, what 1s cold may in turn 
become hot And the good becomes bad, the bad 
good For the bad man, when once intioduced to 
new modes both of living and thinking, may improve, 
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13 a 
οὐ μικρόν γέ τι ἐπιδοίη εἰς τὸ βελτίων εἶναι ἐὰν 


δὲ ἅπαξ κἂν μικρὰν ἐπίδοσιν λάβη, φανερὸν ὅτι 7 
fd ba f δ] i“ \ > IS 
τελέως ay μεταβάλοι ἢ πάνυ “πολλὴν ἐπίδοσιν 
λάβοι ἀεὶ γὰρ εὐκινητότερος πρὸς ἀρετὴν γῶνται, 
Kay ἡντινοῦν ἐπίδοσιν εἰληφὼς ἐ ἀρχῆς ἢ, ὥστε 
καὶ πλείω εἰκὸς ἐπίδοσιν αὐτὸν λαμ νειν καὶ 
80 τοῦτο ἀεὶ γινόμενον τελείως εἰς τὴν ἐναντίαν ἕξιν 
ἀποκαθίστησιν, ἐάν περ μὴ χρόνω ἐξείργηται ἐπὶ 
δέ γε τῆς ἐξεως καὶ τῆς στερήσεως ἀδύνατον εἰς 

3 4 A ‘ o ov 
ἄλληλα μεταβολὴν γενέσθαι ἀπὸ μὲν γὰρ τῆς ἕξεως 
ἐπὶ τὴν στέρησιν γίνεται μετα ολή, ἀ ἀπὸ δὲ τῆς στερή- 

8. σεως ἐπὶ τὴν €€w ἀδύνατον οὔτε γὰρ τυφλ ὃς γενό- 
μειός τις πάλιν ἀνέβλεψεν, οὔτε φαλακρὸς ὧν πάλιν 
‘ 
κομήτης ἐγένετο, οὔτε νωδὸς Wy ὀδόντας ἐφυσεν 
Ὅσα δὲ ὡς κατάφασις καὶ ἀπόφασις ἀντίκειται, 
181 φανερὸν ὅτι κατ᾽ οὐδένα τῶν ,εἰρημένων τρόπων 
ἀντίκειται ἐπὶ γὰρ μόνων τούτων ἀναγκαῖον ἀεὶ 
τὸ μὲν ἀληθὲς τὸ δὲ ψεῦδος αὐτῶν εἶναι οὔτε 
\ on 3 7 “~ 
yap ἐπὶ τῶν ἐναντίων ἀναγκαῖον ἀεὶ θάτερον 
3 \ / \ ~ 3 2 3 ~ 4 
ἀληθὲς εἶναι θάτερον δὲ ψεῦδος, οὔτε ἐπὶ τῶν πρός 
ὅτι, οὔτε ἐπὶ τῆς ἕξεως καὶ τῆς στερήσεως οἷον ἡ 
ὑγίεια καὶ ἡ νόσος ἐναντία, καὶ οὐδέτερόν γε οὔτε 
> \ ” aN 2 3 φ , \ Α A 
ἀληθὲς οὔτε ψεῦδός ἐστιν ὡσαύτως δὲ Kal τὸ 
διπλάσιον καὶ τὸ ἥμισυ ὡς τὰ πρός τι ἀντίκειται, καὶ 
3 ld 3 ων 3 la of > \ of o~ 
οὐκ ἔστιν αὐτῶν οὐδέτερον οὔτε ἀληθὲς οὔτε ψεῦδος 
οὐδέ γε τὰ κατὰ στέρησιν καὶ ἕξιν, οἷον ἡ ὄψις καὶ 
ξ f μέ \ »- ‘ / 
10%) τυφλότης ὅλως δὲ τῶν κατὰ μηδεμίαν συμπλο- 
4 ? 39 A , 9 \ ” aD ? 
κὴν λεγομένων οὐδὲν οὔτε ἀληθὲς οὔτε ψεῦδός ἐστιν 
πάντα δὲ τὰ εἰρημένα ἄνευ συμπλοκῆς λέγεται 
A 43 ~ 
Οὐ μὴν ἀλλὰ μάλιστα av δόξειε τὸ τοιοῦτο συμ- 
* See what was said inc 4 upon uncombined words, 
truth and falsity 
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be it ever so httle And should such a man once 
improve, even though it be only a little, he might, 
it 1s clcar, make gi eat progress or even, indeed, change 
completely Fo. ever more easily moved and inclined 
᾿ς 4 min towards virtue, although in the very first 
instince he made very httle improvement We 
naturally, therefore, conclude he will make ever 
greateradyance And,:ifso, as the process continues, 
it wall at length change him entirely, provided that 
timeis ulowed 

As for ‘ positives ’ and ‘ pnrvatives,’ however, there 
cannot be change in both ways rom possession 
you may pass to privation but not from the latter 
to the former (ἃ man who has once become blind 
never finds that his sight 1s restored, as a man who 
has once become bald never after recovers his hair 
and a man who has once lost his teeth never after 
ein giow anew set 

Afnimations and πε gations are opposed, it 1s patent, 
in none of those ways upon which we have already 
touched Itis hee, and here only, indeed, that one 
opposite needs must be tiue, while the other must 
always be false In the case of other opposites— 
contiaries, coirelatives, positives and p1ivatiy es—this 
will in no wise hold good Thus of health and 
disease, which are contraries, neither 1s true, neither 
false Take corelatives, double’ and ‘half’ 
Again, neither 1s true, neither false So also with 
‘positives’ and ‘ privatives,’ such as are blindness 
and sight To sum up, unless words are combined, 
‘true’ and ‘false’ can have no application And 
all the afore-mentioned opposites are but mere un- 
combined words 4 

However, when words that are contraries consti- 
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13 b f y 4 ~ 4 4 3 f 
βαίνειν ἐπὶ τῶν κατὰ συμπλοκὴν ἐναντίων λεγο- 


μένων τὸ γὰρ ὑγιαίνειν Σωκράτην τῷ νοσεῖν 
r ? 2 i Ὺ / 3 2 +O? > 64 / 
1s Σωκράτην ἐναντίον ἐστίν ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ τούτων 
> “ a 4 if A > \ LA 4 
ἀναγκαῖον ἀεὶ θάτερον μὲν ἀληθὲς θάτερον δὲ 
ψεῦδος εἶιαι ὄντος μὲν γὰρ Σωκράτους ἔσται τὸ 
μὲν ἀληθὲς τὸ δὲ ψεῦδος, μὴ ὄντος δὲ ἀμφότερα 
ψευδῆ οὔτε γὰρ τὸ νοσεῖν Σωκράτην οὔτε τὸ 
ς f > 4 > Ἁ 3 “- \ of ! » 
ὑγιαίνειν ἐστὶν ἀληθὲς αὐτοῦ μὴ ὄντος ὁλως τοῦ 
Σωκράτους 
9 4 4 ~ 7 x ~ Ψ ‘ ? 
20 Ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς στερήσεως Kal τῆς ἕξεως μὴ ὄντος 
Φ ? ? > , 2 » »5.,Ὰὴ 
τε ὅλως οὐδέτερον ἀληθές, ὄντος τε οὐκ ἀεὶ 
θάτερον ἀληθὲς θάτερον δὲ ψεῦδος τὸ γὰρ ὄψιν 
» , κι 1 ᾿ , > ἡ 
ἔχειν Σωκράτην to τυφλὸν εἶναι Σωκράτην avri- 
κευται ὡς στέρησις καὶ ἐἔξις, καὶ ὄντος τε οὐκ 
3 ie / 5 4 » ι ἧς eo ‘ 
ἀιαγκαῖον θάτερον ἀληθὲς εἶναι ἡ ψεῦδος (ὅτε yap 
7 / 27 3 f ln 4 , 
μήπω πέφυκεν ἔχειν, ἀμφότερα ψευδῆ), μὴ ὄντος 
, ~~ / ἃ / ~ 9 , 
τε ὅλως τοῦ Σιωκράτους, καὶ οὕτω ψευδῆ ἀμφό- 
\ ᾿ ͵ / A \ ‘ ? \ Φ 
τερα, καὶ τὸ ὄψιν ἔχειν καὶ τὸ τυφλὸν αὐτὸν εἶναι 
"Eat δέ γε τῆς καταφάσεως καὶ τῆς ἀποφάσεως 
ἀεί, ἐάν τε ἢ ἐάν τε μὴ ἢ, τὸ ἕτερον ἔσται ψεῦδος 
καὶ τὸ ἕτερον ἀληθές τὸ γὰρ νοσεῖν Σωκράτην 
καὶ τὸ μὴ νοσεῖν Σωκράτην, ὄντος τε αὐτοῦ φανε- 
% , 4 f 3 ~ 3 4 4 “ \ A 
pov ὅτι τὸ eTepov αὐτῶν ἀληθὲς ἡ ψεῦδος, καὶ μὴ 
ὄντος ὁμοίως τὸ μὲν γὰρ νοσεῖν μὴ ὄντος ψεῦδος, 
τὸ δὲ μὴ νοσεῖν ἀληθές ὥστε ἐπὶ μόνων τούτων 
3} A 7 A > 4 f ? ~ 3 4 A ~ 
ἴδίον av ein TO ἀεὶ θάτερον αὐτῶν ἀληθὲς ἡ ψεῦδος 
/ 
88 εἶναι, ὅσα ὡς κατάφασις Kal ἀπόφασις ἀντίκειται 
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tute parts of those statements opposed as affirmative 
and negative, these would especially seem to lay 
clam to this characteristic The statement that 
‘Socrates 15 ll’ is the contrary of ‘ Socrates 1s well ’ 
Yet we cannot maintain even here that one state- 
πε πὲ must always be true and the other must always 
be false Tor, τῇ Socrates really exists, one 15 true 
and the other is false But if Socrates does not 
exist, both the one and the other are false To say 
“he 1s ill’ will be false, and to say he 1s well’ will 
be false, 1f no Socrates so much as exists 

4s for ‘ positives and ‘ privatives,’ however, 1f the 
subject 1s not in existence, then neither proposition 
istrue Ifthe subject exists, even then one will not 
be true always, one false That‘ Soc.ates has sight,’ 
for example, is the opposite uf ‘ Socrates is band’ in 
the sense in which ‘ opposite was used as apphed to 
privation and possession Now, 1 Socrates really 
exists, τὸ 15 not of necessity the case that one state- 
ment 1s true and one false For he may not as yet 
have arrived at the stage when a man acquues sight, 
so that both of the statements are false, as they are, 
if he does not exist 

Io return to affimation and negation Of these 
we may say in all cases that one must be false and 
one true, be the subject esistent or ποῦ For, if 
Sociates really exists, hes ill’ or ‘ notill must be 
true, ‘heisill ογ΄ notill’ must be false And the 
same, if he does not exist For, provided he does not 
exist, 1t 1s false to pronounce ‘ he 1s 111’, ‘ he 15 not 
ill,’ however,is tiue Thus that one of the two must 
be true and the othe: be false in all cases will hold of 
those opposites only which are in the same sense 
opposed as affirmative and negative statements 
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13 Ὁ 
3 ἔξ > ~ 
XI ᾿Εναντίον δέ ἐστιν ἐξ ἀιάγκης ἀγαθῷ μὲν 
’ “- ~ ~ ~ 
κακόν τοῦτο δὲ δῆλον τῇ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον ἐπαγωγῆ, 
" [4 7 , Α 3 f 7 ¢ / 4 
1420101 ὑγιεία νόσος καὶ ἀνδρεία δειλία, ὁμοίως δὲ 
Ά > 4 “~ éf - 4 ¢ 4 A 2 3 
καὶ ἐτὶ τῶν ἄλλων κακῶ δὲ ὁτὲ μὲν ἀγαθὸν 
ἐιαντίον, ὁτὲ δὲ κακόν TH γὰρ ἐνδεία κακῷ ὄντι 
φ ¢ 4 3 7 4 2 € fa \ \ id 
ἡ ὑπερβολὴ ἐναντίον κακὸν ὄν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἡ 
3 
δμεσότης ἐναντία éxatépw, οὖσα ἀγαθόν ἐπ 
% , 4 4 4 ~ t 3 N 4 ~ 
ὀλίγων δ᾽ ἂν τὸ τοιοῦτον ior τις, ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν 
~ “κ᾿ , 
πλείστων ἀεὶ τῶ κακῶ τὸ ἀγαθὸν ἐναντίον ἐστίν 
-- - f 
Ἔτι ἐπὶ τῶν ἐναντίων οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον, ἐὰν θάτε- 
“~ 4 
pov 7, καὶ τὸ λοιπὸν εἶναι ὑγιαινόντων μὲν yap 
fa 
ἁπάντων ὑγίεια μὲν ἔσται, νόσος δὲ οὐ ὁμοίως 
» / 4 la 
δὲ Kal λευκῶν ὄντων ἁπάντων λευκότης μὲν ἔσται, 
? “~ 
μελαιία δὲ οὐ ἐτι εἰ TO Σωκράτην ὑγιαίνειν τῶ 
“a {f A 3 
10 Σωκράτην νοσεῖν ἐναντίον ἐστί, μὴ ἐνδέχεται δὲ 
$ ᾽ ~ ~ ? 
dua ἀμφότερα τῶ αὐτῶ ὑπάρχειν, οὐκ ἂν ἐν- 
δέχοιτο τοῦ ἑτέρου τῶν ἐναντίων ὄντος καὶ τὸ 
λοιπὸν εἶναι ὄντος γὰρ τοῦ Σωκράτην ὑγιαίνειν 
οὐκ ἂν ein τὸ νοσεῖν Σωκράτην 
“- 4 7 4 Α 3 4 4 ; " 7 
Δῆλον δὲ ore καὶ περὶ ταὐτὸν ἡ elder ἢ γένει 
1 πέφυκε γίνεσθαι τὰ ἐναντία νόσος μὲν yap καὶ 
ὑγίεια ἐν σώματι ζώου πέφυκε γίνεσθαι, λευκότης 
δὲ καὶ μελανία ἁπλῶς ἐν σώματι, δικαιοσύνη δὲ 
καὶ ἀδικία ἐν ψυχῆ ἀνθρώπου 
> / 4 ’ \ 9 4 4 > -ὠ bd ~ Fd 
20 ᾿Ανάγκη δὲ πάντα τὰ ἐναντία ἡ ἐν τῶ αὐτῶ γένει 
εἶναι ἡ ἐν τοῖς ἐναντίοις γένεσιν, ἢ αὐτὰ γένη 
A “ on 
elvat λευκὸν μὲν yap Kat μέλαν ἐν τῶ αὐτῶ 
~ 4 ~*~ 4 
γένει (χρῶμα yap αὐτῶν τὸ γένος), δικαιοσύνη δὲ 
~ 3 ? ~ 
καὶ ἀδικία ἐν τοῖς ἐναντίοις γένεσιν (τοῦ μὲν γὰρ 
- ζ΄ 
ἀρετή, τοῦ δὲ κακία τὸ γένος) ἀγαθὸν δὲ καὶ 
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ΧΙ The contrary of good must be evil, and this 
can bc proved by duction The contrary of health 
is disease, that of courage 1s cowardice and so on 
Of an evil, however, the contrary 1s either a good or 
an evil For instance, defect 1s an evil, its con- 
trary, excess, 15 an evil But the mean, which 1s 
coniruy to eithe: in an equal degree, 1s a good 
You however, find few such exceptions, and, genei- 
ally speaking, τὸ is true that the contrary of evil 18 
good 

It does not of necessity follow that, 1f one of the 
contraries exists, then the othe: must also exist 
For suppose that all things became healthy There 
then would be health, not disease Or suppose that 
allthings became white There would then be white 
only, not black Imasmuch, too, as Socrates ill ἃς 
the contrary of Socrates well and both contraiies 
cannot exist at one time in the same indiidual, if 
one of the contraries existed, the othe: could not 
then exist =For, provided he was well was the fact, 
he was 11] could not also be fact 

This point will be evident also the subjects of 
contra1y qualities must have the same species or 
genus For health and disease have for subject the 
body of some ling cieatuie, and whiteness and blach- 
ness a body which need not be specified further 
And justice, likewise, and injustice arise in the souls 
of mankind 

In addition, two contrary qualities always belong 
to one genus or else to the contrary genera, when 
they 8516 ποῖ themselves genera White, for example, 
and black will belong to the same genus, coloui 
Justice, again, and injustice fall under two contrary 
geneia, those we call vutue and vice Good and evil 


VOL I D2 O7 


ARISTOTLE 


14 a 4 % ” 3 f 2 3 3 A / / 
ου κακὸν οὐκ ἔστιν ἐν γένει ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὰ τυγχάνει γένη 


τινῶν ὄντα 
AMI Πρότερον € ἑτέρου ETEPOV λέγεται τετραχῶς, 
πρῶτον μὲν καὶ κυριώτατα κατὰ χρόνον, καθ᾽ ὃ 
πρεσβύτερον ετερον ἑτέρου καὶ παλαιότερον λέγε- 
ται τῶ γὰρ τὸν χρόνον πλείω εἶναι καὶ πρεσ- 
βύτερον καὶ παλαιότερον λέγεται 
δ0 Δεύτερον δὲ τὸ μὴ ἀντιστρέφον κατὰ τὴν τοῦ 
εἶναι ἀκολούθησιν, οἷον τὸ ἕν τῶν δύο “πρότερον 
δυοῖι μὲν γὰρ ὄντων ἀκολουθεῖ εὐθὺς τὸ ἕν εἶναι, 
ἑνὸς δὲ ὄντος οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον δύο εἶναι, ὥστε οὐκ 
ἀντιστρέφει ἀπὸ τοῦ ἑνὸς ἡ ἀκολούθησις τοῦ εἶναι 
τὸ λουτόν πρότερον δὲ δοκεῖ τὸ τοιοῦτον εἶναι, 
85 ἀφ᾽ οὔ μὴ ἀντιστρέφει ἡ τοῦ εἶναι ἀκολούθησις 
pirov δὲ κατά τινα τάξιν τὸ πρότερον λέγεται, 
καθάπερ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐπιστημῶν καὶ τῶν λόγων ἐν 
τε γὰρ ταῖς ἀποδεικτικαῖς ἐπιστήμαις ὑπάρχει τὸ 
πρότερον καὶ τὸ ὕστερον τῆ τάξει (τὰ γὰρ στοιχεῖα 
14» πρότερα τῶν διαγραμμάτων τῇ τάξει, καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς 
γραμματικῆς τὰ στοιχεῖα πρότερα τῶν συλλαβῶν), 
ἐπί τε τῶν λόγων ὁμοίως τὸ “γὰρ προοίμιον τῆς 
διηγήσεως πρότερον τῇ τάξει ἐστίν 
Ἔτι παρὰ τὰ εἰρημένα τὸ βέλτιον καὶ τὸ τιμιώ- 
τερον. πρότερον εἶναι Th φύσει δοκεῖ εἰώθασι δὲ 
5 Καὶ οἱ πολλοὶ τοὺς ἐντιμοτέρους καὶ μᾶλλον ἀγα- 
πωμένους ὑπ᾽ αὐτῶν προτέρους φάσκειν παρ᾽ αὑτοῖς 
εἶναι ἐστι μὲν δὴ καὶ σχεδὸν ἀλλοτριώτατος τῶν 
τρόπων OUTOS 





ay γραμμοτική a much wider term m the Greek than is 
‘grammar’ in English Here it may very well signify 
reading or writing or both 
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belung to no genera, bemy thenisels es actual genera, 
having subordinate species 

XI] Ihere are fom different senses in which we 
may cill one thing ‘prion’ to another Whenever 
we use the term piior im its proper and primary 
sense, itis time that we havein our minds It 1s thus 
that we call 2 thing ‘ older,’ ‘more ancient’ than 
some othe: thing, sigmfying that rts time has been 
longei 

Secondly, ‘prio. may be used, when the order 
of bem, is fixed and mcapable of bemg reversed 
‘One 1s prior, among numbeis, to ‘two’ For pio- 
vided, thatis,‘ two exists, then it follows that‘ one’ 
must exist The existence of one,’ on the contrary, 
does not imply that of ‘two’ And the order of 
bemg in consequence, cannot be changed and 1e- 
versed Thus of two things we call that one ‘ prior ’ 
which precedes in irreversible sequence 

Thudly, we use the term ‘ prio ’ in regard to any 
order whatever And this 15 the case in the sciences, 
as it 1s also with speeches In sciences using de- 
monstration we have what is prior m its order and 
what 1s, per contra, posteriio. Take geometrical 
science the elements—pouints, lines and so on—are 
piior to propositions or problems And, likewise, in 
what we call ‘ grammai ’¢ the letters are prior to the 
syllables So im the case of a speech will the proem 
be puior to the nariative 

Besides the thiee senses aforesaid whatsoever 1s 
bette, more honourable, 1s said to be naturally priot 
Thus the common folk, speaking of those whom they 
hold in esteem or affection, descitbe them as coming 
first with them or having prio: place in their hearts 
But this use seems the strangest of all 
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14 
10 Οἱ μὲν οὖν λεγόμενοι τρόποι TOD προτέρου σχεδὸν 


τοσοῦτοί εἰσιν δόξειε δ᾽ ἂν ταρὰ τοὺς εἰρημένους 
καὶ ἕτερος εἶναι προτέρου τρόπος τῶν γὰρ ἀντι- 
στρεφόντων κατὰ τὴν τοῦ εἶναι ai ολούθησιν τὸ 
αἴτιον ὁπωσοῦν θατέρω τοῦ εἶναι πρότερον εἰκότως 
τῇ φύσει λέγοιτ᾽ dv ὅτι δ᾽ ἔστι τινὰ τοιαῦτα, 
δῆλον τὸ γὰρ εἶναι ἀνθρωπον ἀντιστρέφει κατὰ 
τὴν τοῦ εἶναι ἀκολούθησιν πρὸς τὸν ἀληθῆ περὶ 
αὐτοῦ λόγον εἰ γὰρ ἔστιν ἄιθρωπος, ἀληθὴς ὁ 
λόγος ὦ λέγομεν ὅτι ἔστιν ἀνθρωπος καὶ ἀντι- 
στρέφει γε εἰ γὰρ ἀληθὴς ὃ λόγος ὦ λέγομεν ὅτι 
ἔστιν ἄνθρωπος, ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος ἐστι δὲ ὁ μὲν 
ἀληθὴς λόγος οὐδαμῶς αἴτιος τοῦ εἶναι τὸ πρᾶγμα, 
"0 τὸ μέντοι πρᾶγμα φαίνεταί πως αἴτιον τοῦ εἶναι 
ἀληθῆ τὸν λόγον τῶ γὰρ εἶναι τὸ πρᾶγμα ἡ μὴ 
ἀληθὴς 6 λόγος ὴ ψευδὴς λέγεται ὥστε κατὰ 
πέντε τρόπους πρότερον έτερον ἑτέρου λέγεται 
2 ἊΠῚ ᾿Αμα δὲ λέγεται ἁπλῶς μὲν καὶ κυριώ- 
τατα, ὧν ἡ γένεσίς ἐστιν ἐν τῶ αὐτῶ χρόνω 
οὐδέτερον γὰρ πρότερον οὐδὲ ὑυτερόν ἐστιν αὐτῶν 
ἅμα δὲ κατὰ τὸν χρόνον ταῦτα λέγεται φύσει δὲ 
ἅμα, ὅσα ἀντιστρέφει μὲν κατὰ τὴν τοῦ εἶναι ἀκο- 
λούθησιν, μηδαμῶς δὲ αἴτιον θάτερον θατέρω τοῦ 
εἶναί ἐστιν, οἷον ἐπὶ τοῦ διπλασίου καὶ τοῦ ἡμίσεος 
80 ἀντιστρέφει μὲν γὰρ ταῦτα (διπλασίου γὰρ ὄντος 
ἐστὶν ἥμισυ καὶ ἡμίσεος ὄντος διπλάσιόν ἐστω), 
οὐδέτερον δὲ οὐδετέρω αἴτιον τοῦ εἶναί ἐστιν 
Καὶ τὰ ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ δὲ γένους ἀντιδιηρημένα 
35 ἀλλήλοις dua τῆ φύσει λέγεται ἀντιδιηρῆσθαι δὲ 
λέγεται ἀλλήλοις τὰ κατὰ τὴν αὐτὴν διαίρεσιν, 
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These, I think, are the four distinct senses in which 
we may use the term‘ puor’ Yet another might 
seem to exist beyond those we have already men- 
tioned For whcie in the case of two things the 
euistence of either imphes or neccssitites that of the 
other, that thing which 1s somenow the cause may, 
in consequence, fairly be considered as naturally 
prior to the other Such cases can clearly be found 
The existence of a man, for example, necessitates the 
truth of the statement wherein we assert his existence 
The converse 1s also the case For if he exists, then 
the statement asserting that fact will be true If 
the statement, conve sely, 1s true, then the man 
referred to must exist The true statement, however, 
is now1se the cause of the man’s thus existing, and 
yet his existence would seem m some manner or 
othe: the cause of the truth of the true proposition 
For the latter 1s called ‘ true’ or ‘ false, as the man 
thus exists οἱ does not So 1t seems that we use the 
teim ἡ p11o1 ’ in as many as five different senses 

XIII ‘Simultaneous’ we use in its primary and 
most coirect mening of things that have come into 
being together Tor neithe: in that case 1s prior, nor 
is either posterio: to the other We mean ‘simul- 
taneousin time ’ ‘ Simultaneous ’ in nature we apply 
to those things where the being of exther necessitates 
that of the other but neither 1s cause of the other 
Fou instance, take ‘ double’ and ‘ half,’ for these two 
have recipiocal dependence Ifa double exists, then 
a half, if a half exists, also a double And neither 
of these 1s the cause of the other’s existence or being 

Species marked off and opposed under one genus 
each to the others are called ‘simultaneous’ im 
natuie JI mean those marked off or divided by 
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145 Ὃ % 4 “a ~ ἵ ~ 3. »-ῤ 
οἷοι TA πτηνὸν τῶ πεζῶ καὶ TH ἐνύδρω ταῦτα 


Ἁ > 7 3 [έ 3 “A 3 - , 
yap ἀλλήλοις ἀντιδιήρηται ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ γένους 
», “~ “A ? 4 
τὸ yap ζῶον διαιρεῖται εἰς ταῦτα, εἴς τε TO πτηνὸν 
7 
καὶ τὸ TELOV καὶ τὸ ἐνυδρον, καὶ οὐδέν γε τούτων 
/ X , f 3 3 ? ov “~ / \ 
πρότερον ἡ ὑστερόν ἐστιν, GAN ἅμα TH φύσει τὰ 
fan “ - , 
15a τοιαῦτα δοκεῖ εἶναι διαιρεθείη δ᾽ ἂν καὶ ἕκαστον 
~ “ \ 
τῶν τοιούτων εἰς elon πάλιν, οἷον TO πεζὸν Kal τὸ 
πτηνὸν καὶ τὸ ἐνυῦρον ἔσται οὖν κἀκεῖνα ἅμα 
ἴω 4 ~ “. \ 
τῇ φύσει, ὅσα ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ γένους κατὰ τὴν 
-“ “" A 

δ αὐτὴν διαίρεσίν ἐστιν τὰ δὲ γένη τῶν εἰδῶν ἀεὶ 
πρότερα οὐ γὰρ ἀντιστρέφει κατὰ τὴν τοῦ εἰναι 
3 “ ΄΄ν 
ἀκολούθησιν, οἷον ἐνύδρου μὲν ὄντος ἔστι ζῶον, 

Φ 
ζῴου δὲ ὄντος οὐκ ἀνάγκη ἔνυδρον εἶναι 
7A ae ~ 7 ‘4 a 9 7 
μα ov τῇ φύσει λέγεται, ὅσα ἀντιστρέφει 
Ἁ Ἁ on ~ 4 
μὲν κατὰ τὴν τοῦ εἶναι ἀκολούθησιν, μηδαμῶς δὲ 
f A σι A \ 

10 αἰτιον TO ἕτερον TH ἑτέρω τοῦ εἶναί ἐστι, καὶ τὰ 
3 on ~ 2 
ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ γένους ἀντιδιηρημένα ἀλλήλοις 
¢ “ ‘ “ “~ “~ 
ἁπλῶς δὲ dua, ὧν ἡ γένεσις ἐν τῶ αὐτῶ χρόνω 

Ὁ , 
ΔΙΥ Κιυήσεως δέ ἐστιν εἰδη ἐξ, γένεσις, φθορά, 
3, 
αὔξησις, μείωσις, ἀλλοίωσις, ἡ κατὰ τόπον μετα- 
βολή 
rd - 

1 Αἱ μὲν οὖν αἀλλαι κινήσεις φανερὸν ὅτι eTEpat 
LAA aN > 7? 3 7 3 ς , θ ‘ δέ 
ἀλλήλων εἰσίν οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἡ γένεσις φθορὰ οὐδέ 

{ 
γε ἡ αὐξησις μείωσις οὐδὲ ἡ κατὰ τόπον μετα- 
’ - 
βολή, ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ αἱ ἄλλαι ἐπὶ δὲ τῆς ἀλ- 
λοιώσεως ἔχει τινὰ ἀπορίαν, μή ποτε ἀναγκαῖον 
ee 4 > “ ~ 

40 ἢ TO ἀλλοιούμενον κατά τινα τῶν λοιπῶν κινήσεων 
4 ῦσθ bro δὲ οὐκ ἀληθές ἐ ὃ 
ἀλλοιοῦσθαι τοῦτο δὲ οὐκ ἀληθές ἐστι σχεδον 

Ἁ \ ? a ~ 
yap κατὰ πάντα τὰ πάθη ὴ τὰ πλεῖστα ἀλλοιοῦσθαι 
? com S a ~ ; 
συμβέβηκεν ἡμῖν οὐδεμιᾶς τῶν ἄλλων κινήσεων 
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identical modes of division That 15 to say, the 
‘winged ’ species 1s called ‘ simultaneous ’ in nature 
with both the ‘aquatic and ‘teirestrial’ All are 
marked off and opposed under one genus each to the 
others Lor into these species 1s ‘ ammmal,’ the genus, 
marked off by division And none will be prior or 
posterior, all are in nature ‘simultaneous Each 
of these species 1s further muked off into certain sub- 
species, which also are called ‘ simultaneous’ in 
nature for just the same reasons The genus 1s prior 
to the species That is to say that the order of bemg 
cannot be reversed If the species ‘aquatic’ exists, 
then does also the genus or ‘ animal’, but granted 
the genus exists, there 1s not of necessity the species 

Thus we call ‘simultaneous im nature those 
things where the being of e1the: necessitates that of 
the other but neither 1s cause of the other, and also 
those species marhed off and opposed under one 
genus only We use ‘simultaneous too, in its first 
and unqualified sense of those things that have come 
into being at one and the same time together 

XIV There are six kinds of what we call motion— 
generation, that 1s, and destruction, inciease, diminu- 
tion, alteration and, finally, changes of place With 
a single exception it 1s plain that all these are distinct 
from each other Destruction 1s not generation, and 
mcrease 1s not diminution, nor yet does it mean 
change of place And so also itis with therest In 
the case of alteration, howeve1, 1t may be objected 
by some that a subject, when altered, is altered by 
one of the other five motions And yet this 1s not 
really so. For by all or, at least, most affections 
alterations are brought about in us that have nought 
in common whatever with those other motions we 
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15 1 ~ » 4 cya 5 ~ 4 4 
κοινωνοῦσιν οὔτε yap αὔξεσθαι ἀναγκαῖον τὸ κατὰ 


? 7 »» lon ¢ 4 A \ 
πάθος κινούμενον οὔτε μειοῦσθαι, ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ 
~ \ 
9) ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων, wal’ ἑτέρα ἂν εἴη παρὰ τὰς ἄλλας 
7 ξ 7 , 3 4 oe € 3 7 “ὃ 4 
κινήσεις ἡ ἀλλοίωσις εἰ yap ἣν ἡ αὐτὴ, ἐδει TO 
\ ~ 4 
ἀλλοιούμενον εὐθὺς καὶ αὐξεσθαι ἡ μειοῦσθαι ἢ 
“ “, 3 ? 3 
τινα τῶν ἄλλων ἀκολουθεῖν κινήσεων ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ 
3 / e 4 \ 4 A 2 ᾽ὔ 3 
ἀνάγκη ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὸ αὐξανόμενον ἢ τινα 
“. 3 > 
ἄλλην κίνησιν κινούμενον ἀλλοιοῦσθαι ἔδει ἀλλ 
~ \ 
80 ἔστι τινὰ αὐξανόμενα ἃ οὐκ ἀλλοιοῦται, οἷον τὸ 
’ ? 4 ; 
τετράγωνον γνώμονος περιτεθέντος ηὔξηται μέν, 
> / \ oD 4 / ε / \ \ 
ἀλλοιότερον δὲ οὐδὲν γεγένηται ὡσαύτως δὲ Kal 
2 
3. 4 Fal 3 “" 4 e > iid ‘ 
ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων τῶν τοιούτων ὥσθ᾽ ἕτεραι ἂν 
εἴησαν αἱ κινήσεις ἀλλήλων 
» 4 “~~ ~ 
5b “Hore δὲ ἁπλῶς μὲν κινήσει ἠρεμία ἐναντία, ταῖς 
> 
δὲ καθ᾽ exaora ai καθ᾽ ἐκαστα, γενέσει μὲν φθορά, 
» ὁ» 2 4 f “- ~ 
αὐξήσει de μείωσις, TH δὲ κατὰ τόπον peTaBodF ἡ 
\ , 3 ? i 5. ἡ 3 a 
κατὰ τόπον ἡρεμία μάλιστα δ᾽ ἔοικεν ἀντικεῖσθαι 
ξ ἵ 4 3 f ? “ ae o~ 
51) πρὸς τὸν ἐναντίον τόπον μεταβολή, οἷον TH 


κάτωθεν ἡ diw, τῇ δὲ ἄνωθεν ἡ κάτῳ τῆ δὲ 
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mentioned For that which 15 thereby affected need 
not he increased or dimmuished or undergo any such 
process It follows that alteration is different from 
all other species of motion For, were it the same 
with some other, the object, when altered, would 
straightway be also increased or diminished or undergo 
some other motion But that is not so of necessity 
\Ioreover, whatever was increased or was subject to 
some other motion would be of necessity altered 
And yet there are things that increase and are not 
thereby altered as well Tor example, 1f a gnomon 
is added a square 1s increased 1n its size but does not 
undergo alteration, remaining a square as before @ 
50 αὖ 15. with allsumila: forms Alteration andincrease, 
it follows, are two distinct species of motion 

Rest 1s, broadly, the contrary of motion But 
paiticular species of motion have each their par- 
ticular contraries Thus change in place may 
be said to have rest in a place for its contrary, 
increase will haye diminution, geneiation destruction 
orcoriuption But as for the first of those mentioned, 
a change to the contrary place would appear in the 
strictest sense contrary—that is, ascent to descent 
and descent to ascent and the hke But as for the 


¢ The accompanying figure illustrates what 15 meant 
about the square and the Gnomon 
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15b A ~ ~~ > ~ / 9 ¢ (ὃ 3 
oun τῶν ἀποδοθεισῶν κινήσεων οὐ ῥάδιον ἀπο- 


~ / / 3 3 f id \ "ὍΛ > 
δοῦναι τί ποτέ ἐστιν ἐναντίον, ἔοικε δὲ οὐδὲν εἶναι 
΄- Ἁ 
αὐτῆ ἐναντίον, εἰ μή τις καὶ ἐπὶ ταύτης τὴν κατὰ 
1 4 > 4 3 ᾽ 
τὸ ποιὸν ἠρεμίαν ἀντιτιθείη ἡ τὴν εἰς τὸ ἐναντίον 
~ ~ A > A ~ 
10 τοῦ ποιοῦ μεταβολήν, καθάπερ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς κατὰ 
“ / > ᾽ὔ 4 
τόπον μεταβολῆς τὴν κατὰ τόπον ἠρεμίαν 7 
\ 7 
τὴν εἰς τὸν ἐϊαντίον τόπον μεταβολήν ἐστι γὰρ ἡ 
ἀλλ ’ Ar Α A ᾽ὔ Ὁ 3 
οἴωσις μεταβολὴ κατὰ τὸ ποιόν ὥστε ἀντι- 
~ ‘ 
κείσεται TH κατὰ TO ποιὸν κινήσει ἡ κατὰ TO 
ποιὸν ἠρεμία ἡ ἡ εἰς τὸ ἐναντίον τοῦ ποιοῦ μετα- 
15 βολή, ovov τὸ λευκὸν γίνεσθαι τῶ μέλαν γίνεσθαι 
ἀλλοιοῦται γὰρ εἰς τὰ ἐναντία τοῦ ποιοῦ μετα- 
on ’, 
βολῆς γινομένης 
΄ Ld 4 
XV To δὲ ἔχειν κατὰ πλείονας τρόπους λέγεται 
a 4 ¢ / A ὃ 14 ᾿ χλλ ΄ 
ἢ γὰρ ὡς e€w καὶ διάθεσιν ὴ ἄλλην τινα ποιότητα 
᾽ὔ / A 
20 λεγόμεθα yap καὶ ἐπιστήμην τινὰ ἔχειν καὶ ἀρετὴν 
ἢ ὡς ποσόν, οἷον ὃ τυγχάνει τις ἔχων μέγεθος 
“ 
λέγεται γὰρ τρίπηχυ μέγεθος ἔχειν ἡ τετράπηχυ 
\ a os 
ἢ ὡς τὰ περὶ TO σῶμα, οἷον ἱμάτιον ἡ χιτῶνα 
1  ς 3 , : > \ ͵ ᾿ς ε 
ἢ ὡς ἐν μορίω, οἷον ἐν χειρὶ δακτύλιον ἢ ὡς 
“ A \ ; ey 
μέρος, οἷον χεῖρα ἡ πόδα ἡ ὧς ἐν ἀγγείω, oLoV 
& > 
25 ὁ μέδιμνος TOUS πυροὺς 7 TO κεράμιον τὸν οἶνον 
* \ t 
οἶνον yap ἔχειν τὸ κεράμιον λέγεται, Kal ὁ μέδιμνος 
πυρούς ταῦτ᾽ οὖν πάντα ἔχειν λέγεται ὡς ἐν 
> ’ Ἄ -ο + / hal 3 A 
ἀγγείω ἢ WS κτῆμα ἔχειν γὰρ οἰκίαν ἢ ἀγρὸν 
λεγόμεθα 
7 Α A - 4 \ ¢ ἃ 
Λεγόμεθα δὲ καὶ γυναῖκα ἔχειν καὶ ἡ γυνὴ 
3, ” \ 3 7 ἐν ΄-Ἀ ¢ \ / 
80 ἄνδρα ἔοικε δὲ ἀλλοτριώτατος ὁ νῦν ῥηθεὶς τρόπος 
106 


CATEGORIES, x1v—xv 


motion remaining of those we have mentioned above, 
it were no easy matter to say what its contiary 
actually is And, τὴ fact, it appeais to have none or, 
here too, it 1s ‘ rest in its quality ἡ or ἡ change to the 
contrary quality,’ Just as we said change of place had 
for contiary rest in a place or a change to a contrary 
place Alteration means change ofa quality There- 
fore, to qualitatixe motion we oppose either rest in 
its quality or change to a contrary quality Thus 
black and white will be contraries, therefore, 
becoming the one will be contrary to becoming the 
other There 1s change of a quality here, which 
imphes alteration, in consequence, into a contrary 
quahty 

AV Τὸ have’ has a good many meanings We 
use it of habits, dispositions and also of all other 
quilities Thus we are said to ‘have’ virtue, to 
‘have thi, οἱ that piece of knowledge And then 
itis used of a quantity, such as the hcight a man has 
So it is that we say that a man ‘has a stature of 
three or fou cubits Again, αὖ 1s used of apparel, 
aman‘has ἃ οἷοι οἱ a tunic Moieovei, we use 
it of things that we have ’ on some part of the body, 
a ring on the finger, fo. instance We employ it of 
parts of the body, a man ‘has’ a hand οἵ a foot 
It is used in the case of a vessel a jar will be said 
to have’ wine and a corn-measure said to ‘have?’ 
wheat And in cases lhe these we are thinking 
of what 1s contained τὰ the vessel Once more, we 
use ‘ have’ of a property, men ‘ having’ houses or 
fields 

People say that a man ‘has’ a wife and a wife, 
in hke manner, a husband This meaning 1s very 


* In English, of course, we say ‘ hold ’ 
107 


ARISTOTLF 
15 b ~ of ook Ἂ ¥ ~ ff - , 

τοῦ ἔχειν οὐδὲν γὰρ ἄλλο τῶ ἔχει γυναῖκα σημαΐνο- 
μεν ἢ ὅτι συνοικεῖ 

Ἴσως δ᾽ ἂν καὶ ἄλλοι τινὲς φανείησαν τοῦ ἔχειν 

/ ξ 4 ? 7 7 4 ἐ 
τρόποι οἱ δὲ εἰωθότες λέγεσθαι σχεδὸν ἅπαντες 
κατηρίθμηνται 
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far-fetched When we say that a man has a wife, 
then we mean that he lives with her merely 

There may be more senses of ‘have’ But the 
customary meanings, I think, are set forth in the 
foregoing summary 
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SUMMARY OF THF PRINCIPAL THEMES 


Ch 1 The relation of language to thought 


Ch 


Ch 


Ch 
Ch 


Ch 
Ch 


Ch 
Ch 
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Isolated notions express neither truth nor 
falsehood 

Combination of notions or ideas in proposi- 
tions or judgements essential before truth 
or error 1s possible 

Definition of a noun 

Nouns simple or composite 

Indefinite nouns 

Cases of nouns 

Definition of a verb 

Indefinite verbs 

Tenses of verbs 

Definition of a sentence 

Not every sentcnce a proposition 

Of simple and complex or composite pro- 
positions 

Of contradictory propositions 

Of universal, indefinite and particular affirma- 
tive and negative propositions 

Of contrary as opposed to contiadictory pro- 
positions 

Definition of single propositions 

Of propositions 1eferrmg to the future, as 
opposed to propositions referiing to the pre- 
sent time or to the past 


Ch 10 


Ch. 11 


Ch 12 


Ch 13 


Ch 14 


ON INTERPRETATION 


Affirmative and negative propositions ar- 
ranged with a diagram in pairs 

The coriect position of the negative (οὐ) 

Of the truth and error of certam propositions 

Of propositions with indefinite nouns or in- 
definite nouns and verbs 

To transpose the subject and predicate makes 
no difference to the meaning of propositions 

Some propositions that seem to be simple are 
really compound 

So are some dialectical questions 

The nature of dialectical questions 

Two simple propositions, which have the 
same subject, may be tiue, but we cannot 
of necessity combine the two predicates into 
one predicate 

Several predicates holding of one subject, 
when taken by themselves and mdividually, 
cannot be combined together to make up 
one simple proposition, unless all are essential 
to the subject and none 15 implied im anothe1 

Of propositions affirming οὐ denying the 
possible, umpossible, contingent and neces- 
sary, and of then proper contiadictories 

The relations that subsist between such 
propositions 

The relation of the actual to the possible 

Three classes of entities 

Of the prope: contiary of an affirmation, 
whether universal or particular 
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16a 1] IIpérov δεῖ θέσθαι τί ὄνομα καὶ τί ῥῆμα, 
ἔπειτα τί ἐστιν ἀπόφασις καὶ κατάφασις καὶ ἀπό- 
φανσις καὶ λόγος 
Ἔστι μὲν οὖν τὰ ἐν τῆ φωνῆ τῶν ἐν TH ψυχῆ 
ὁ παθημάτων σύμβολα, καὶ τὰ γραφόμενα τῶν ἐν 
τῇ φωνῆ καὶ ὥσπερ οὐδὲ γράμματα πᾶσι τὰ 
αὐτά, οὐδὲ φωναὶ αἱ αὐταί ὧν μέντοι ταῦτα 
σημεῖα πρώτως, ταὐτὰ πᾶσι παθήματα τῆς ψυχῆς, 
καὶ ὧν ταῦτα ὁμοιώματα, πράγματα ἤδη ταὐτά 
περὶ μὲν οὔν τούτων ,είρηται ἐν τοῖς περὶ ψυχῆς 
ἄλλης γὰρ πραγματείας 
1. "Kore δ᾽, ὥσπερ ἐν TH ψυχῆ ὁτὲ μὲν νόημα ἄνευ 
τοῦ e\nbeveu ἡ ψεύδεσθαι, ὁτὲ δὲ ἤδη ὦ ἀνάγκη 
τούτων ὑπάρχειν θάτερον, οὕτω καὶ ἐν TH Pury 
περὶ γὰρ σύνθεσιν καὶ διαίρεσίν ἐστι τὸ ψεῦδος 





α Tt 1s hard to say which 15 the passage, provided this 
means the De .fnima Dr W D _ Ross has observed that 
‘The De Interpretatione was suspected by Andronicus, on 
the ground, apparently, of a reference to the De .inima to 
which nothing in that work cotresponds There are, how- 
ever, many such references in undoubtedly genuine works 
of \ristotle, and more than one way of explaining them 
There 15 strong external evidence for its authenticity , 
Theophrastus and Eudemus both wrote books which seem 
to presuppose it, and Ammonuus tells us that Andronicus 
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I Let us, first of all, define noun and verb, then 
explain what 1s meant by denial, affirmation, proposi- 
tion and sentence 

Words spoken are symbols or signs of affections 
or impressions of the soul, written words are the 
signs of words spoken As writing, so also 1s speech 
not the same for alliaces of men But the mental 
affections themselves, of which these words are 
piuimarily signs, aie the same for the whole of man- 
kind, as are also the objects of which those affections 
are representations or likenesses, images, copies 
With these points, however, I dealt in my tiertise 
concerning the soul%, they belong to a different 
inquny fiom that which we now have in hand 

As at times there are thoughts in ow: minds un- 
accompanied by truth or by falsity, while there are 
otheis at times that have necessarily one or the other, 
so also 1t 1s in our speech, for combination and 
division are essential before you can have truth and 


was the only critic who cast doubt on it Finally, its style 
and grammar seem to be genuinely Aristotelian All that 
can really be said against it 1s that much of τὲ 1s somewhat 
elementary , but Aristotle doubtless gave elementary as well 
as advanced lectures’ ( [restotle, p 10) The Provost of 
Oriel remarks that H Maier ‘ suggests that the reference 
in 16 a 8 should be transferred to 16 a 13 and relates to De 
An πὶ 6 
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16 a ᾿ A ey 3. Ὁ 9 A 4 4 
καὶ τὸ ἀληθές τὰ pe οὖν ὀνόματα αὕτα καὶ τὰ 


ῥήματα ἔοικε τῶ ἄνευ συνθέσεως καὶ διαιρέσεως 
15 νοήματι, οἷον τὸ αν θρωπος ἢ τὸ λευκόν, ὅταν μὴ 
προστεθῆ τι οὔτε γὰρ ψεῦδος οὔτε ἀληθές πω 
\ 
σημεῖον δ᾽ ἐστὶ τοῦδε καὶ γὰρ ὁ Ow re 
A ~ oA 
onpuatt εἰ μέν τι, ούπω δὲ ἀληθὲς ἡ ψεῦδος, ἐὰν 
“-- ‘ 4 
μὴ τὸ εἶναι ἢ μὴ εἶναι προστεθῆ, ἡ ἁπλῶς ἡ κατὰ 
τω: 
ΨΜ ᾿ ~ > \ \ Ν AS 
20 Ovopa μὲν οὖν ἐστὶ φωνὴ σημαντικὴ κατὰ 
ΡΤ ἄνευ χρόνου, ἧς μηδὲν “μέρος ἐστὶ ση- 
μαντικὸν κεχωρισμένον ἐν γὰρ τῶ Κάλλιππος τὸ 
ἵππος οὐδὲν αὐτὸ καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸ σημαίνει, ὥσπερ ἐν 
~ / ~ \ 9Q? ve 
τῷ λόγω TH καλὸς ἵππος οὐ μὴν οὐδ᾽ ὥσπερ 
“ “a ,ὕ 7 4 3 “ 
ἐν τοῖς ἁπλοῖς ὀνόμασιν, οὕτως ἔχει καὶ ἐν Tots 
, 4 \ / 
25 συμπεπλεγμένοις ἐν ἐκείνοις μὲν γὰρ TO μέρος 
“ ,ὔ , 
οὐδαμῶς σημαντικόν, ἐν δὲ τούτοις βούλεται μέν, 
co ) a ~ 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὸς κεχωρισμένον, οἷον ἐν τῶ ἐπακτρο- 
κέλης τὸ κέλης οὐδὲν σημαίνει καθ᾽ ἕαυτό 
3 ~ 
To δὲ κατὰ συνθήκην, ὅτι φύσει τῶν ὀνομάτων 
? / > ? 3 ’ὔ ᾿ a 3 \ 
οὐδέν ἐστιν, ἀλλ όταν γένηται σύμβολον, ἐπεὶ 
δηλοῦσί γέ τι καὶ οἱ ἀγράμματοι ψόφοι, otov 
θηρίων, ὦ ov οὐδέν ἐστιν ovo. 
> Ἁ sO kh 
30 Τὸ δ᾽ οὐκ ἀνθρωπος οὐκ ὄνομα οὐ μὴν οὐδὲ 
~ 4 aA “ 
κεῖται ὄνομα 6 τι δεῖ καλεῖν αὐτό οὔτε γὰρ λόγος 
, 9 / / 3 > > ’ 5.3ϑὔ 
οὔτε ἀπόφασίς ἐστιν ἀλλ᾽ ἔστω ὄνομα ἀόριστον, 
id ¢ 7 > 1% ~ / A 
OTL ὁμοίως ἐφ᾽ ὁτουοῦν ὑπάρχει καὶ ὄντος καὶ μὴ 
ὄντος 





* ἢ απλῶς κατα χρόνον. some would render these words in 
the present or some other tense’ I retain the Greek word 
rendered ‘ goat-stag,’ which stands for a fabulous animal, 
half of 1t goat and half stag, since the word can nowadays be 
found in a number of good English dictionaries 
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falsity A noun or a verb by itself much resembles a 
concept or thought which is neither combined nor 
disjomed Such 1s ‘man,’ for example, or ‘ white,’ 
if pronounced without any addition As yet it 1s not 
tiue nor false And a proof of this hes in the fact 
that ‘ tragelaphos, while 1t means something, has no 
truth nor falsity in 1t, unless in addition you predicate 
being or not-being of it, whether generally (that 15 
to say, without definite trme-connotation) or in a 
particular tense ¢ 

II A noun 1s a sound having meaning established 
by convention alone but no reference whatever to 
time, while no part of it has any meaning, considered 
apart from the whole Take the proper name ‘ Good- 
steed,’ for instance The ‘steed’ has no meaning 
apart, as 1t has in the phrase ‘a good steed’ It 1s 
necessary to notice, however, that simple nouns 
differ from composite While in the case of the 
former the parts have no meaning at all, in the latter 
they have a certain meaning but not as apart from 
the whole Let us take ‘ prrate-vessel,’ fo: instance 
The ‘ vessel ’ has no sense whatever except as a part 
of the whole 

We have already said that a noun signifies this or 
that by convention No sound is by nature a noun 
it becomes one, becoming a symbol Inarticulate 
noises me in something—for instance, those made by 
brute beasts But no noises of that hind are nouns 

‘ Not-man ’ and the like are not nouns, and I know 
of no recognized names we can give such expressions 
as these, which are neither denials no: sentences 
Call them (for want of a better) by the name of 
indefinite nouns, since we use them of all hinds of 
things, non-existent as well as existing 


117 


ARISTOTLE 


‘ “ 
16b To δὲ Didwvos ἡ Φίλωνι καὶ ὅσα τοιαῦτα, οὐκ 
> κΚ 3 A 7 2.-ὃ ἢ f f 3 
ὀνόματα ἀλλὰ πτώσεις ὀνόματος λόγος δέ ἐστιν 
% “᾿ς & 4 / \ \ ? 4 ᾽ὔ \ \ ~ 
αὐτοῦ τὰ μὲν ἄλλα κατὰ τὰ αὐτά οὁτι δὲ μετὰ τοῦ 
» ‘ ἫΝ 4 f 3 > 4 ‘ ’ \ 
ἔστιν ἡ ἣν ὴ ἔσται οὐκ ἀληθεύει ἡ ψεύδεται, TO 
Ἁ wv 2.» Ἧς ’ 4 ? 4 > ; 
δὲ ὄνομα ἀεί οἷον Φίλωνός ἐστιν ἡ οὐκ ἐστιν 
οὐδὲν γάρ πω οὔτε ἀληθεύει οὔτε ψεύδεται 
1Π| Ρῆμα δέ ἐστι τὸ προσσημαῖνον χρόνον, ov 
μέρος οὐδὲν σημαΐει χωρίς, καὶ ἐστιν ἀεὶ τῶν 
3 δ΄»; 4 “a / 3 4 
καθ᾽ ἑτέρου λεγομένων σημεῖον λέγω δ᾽ ὅτι 
προσσημαΐνει χρόνον, οἷον ὑγίεια μὲν ὄνομά, τὸ 
δὲ ὑγιαίνει ῥῆμα προσσημαίνει γὰρ τὸ νῦν ὑπ- 
τυ ἄρχειν καὶ ἀεὶ τῶν καθ᾽ ἑτέρου λεγομένων 
σημεῖόν ἐσται, οἷον τῶν καθ᾽ ὑποκειμένου ἢ ἐν 
ὑποκειμένω 
Α Ἀ Ἵ ξ / ‘ \ 4 ἤ 3 Lond 
To δὲ οὐχ ὑγιαίνει καὶ τὸ οὐ κάμνει od ῥῆμα 
/ 
λέγω προσσημάδει μὲν yap χρόνον καὶ ἀεὶ κατά 
€ ? o \ a ἩΓ 3 “A > 3 
τινος ὑπάρχει, TH δὲ διαφορᾷ ὄνομα οὐ κεῖται ἀλλ 
ἢ, > ἢ δ» v4 ¢ / 24? ¢ ~ € 
15 ἔστω ἀόριστον ῥῆμα, ὅτι ὁμοίως ἐφ᾽ ὁτουοῦν Ur- 
δ 
ἄρχει, καὶ ὄντος καὶ μὴ ὄντος 
¢€ ᾽ ᾿ A \ ¢ 7 4 4 ¢ a 3 Cm 
Opoiws δὲ καὶ τὸ ὑγίανεν ὴ τὸ ὑγιανεῖ οὐ ῥῆμα, 
λλὰ “᾿ φ, ὃ A δὲ ~ ts 
αλλὰ πτῶσις ῥήματος διαφέρει δὲ τοῦ ῥήματος, 
, ἅ \ \ 
OTL TO μὲν τὸν παρόντα προσσημαΐίνει χρόνον, τὰ 
A ‘ ? 
δὲ τὸ πέριξ 
Αὐ \ \ o~ θ᾽ [1 A λ / ‘ cs 
2 Αὐτὰ μὲν οὖν καθ᾽ ἑαυτὰ λεγόμενα τὰ ῥήματα 
> / 3 \ 
ὀνόματά ἐστι καὶ σημαίνει τι (ίστησι yap ὃ λέγων 
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‘Of Philo,’ to Philo, and so on are eases of 
nouns and not nouns Otheiwise we define all these 
cascs as the noun in itself 1s defined , but when ‘1s,’ 
‘was’ or ‘will be’ 1s added, they do not then form 
propositions, which either are true or aie false, as 
the noun itself always does then For ‘ of Philo 1s’ 
cannot by itself constitute a true οἱ false proposition 
Nor yet can ‘ of Philo 15 not’ 

III A verb 1s a sound which not only conveys a 
particular meaning but has a time-reference also 
No part by itself has a meamng [Ὁ indicates always 
thit something 1s said or asserted of something Let 
me explain what I mean by ‘1t has a time-refe1ence 
also Now ‘health’ i a noun, for example, ‘1s 
healthy ’isaverb,notanoun For the latter conveys 
its own meaning but also conveys that the state 
signified (namely, health) now exists Then, a verb 
was an indication ot something asserted ofsomething , 
I mean, of a something predicated of a subject or 
found present in it 

“Is not-ll, ‘is not-well’ and so on I should not, 
for my own part, call verbs Though they certainly 
have the time-reference and function at all times as 
predicates, I hnow of no recognized name Let us 
call them (for want of a better) by the name of 
indefinite verbs, since we use them of all kinds of 
things, non-existent as well as existent 

‘He was healthy’ or “he will be healthy ’ I hke- 
wise should not calla verb I should call it the tense 
of a verb Verb and tenses in this respect differ 
the verb indicates present time but the tenses all 
times save the present 

Verbs by themselves, then, are nouns, and they 
stand for or signify something, for the speaker stops 
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160 7 > 3 
τὴν διάνοιαν, καὶ ὃ ἀκούσας ἠρέμησεν), ἀλλ᾽ εἰ 


ἐστιν ἢ μή, οὕπω σημαίνει οὐδὲ γὰρ τὸ εἶναι ἡ 
μὴ εἶναι σημεῖόν ἐστι τοῦ πράνματος, οὐδ᾽ ἐὰν 
τὸ ὃν είπης αὐτὸ καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸ ψιλόν αὐτὸ μὲν γὰρ 
9, οὐδέν ἐστι, προσσημαίνει δὲ σύνθεσίν Tua, ἣν 
a 
ἄνευ τῶν συγκειμένων οὐκ ἔστι νοῆσαι 
IV λόγος δέ ἐστι φωνὴ σημαντικὴ" ἧς τῶν 
μερῶν τι σημαντικόν ἐστι κεχωρισμένον, ὡς φάσις, 
᾿ οὐχ ὡς κατάφασις 7 ἀπόφασις λέγω δέ, 
οἷον ἀνθρωπος σημαίνει “μέν τι, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὅτι 
ἐστιν ἢ οὐκ ἔστιν ἀλλ᾽ ἔσται κατάφασις ἡ ἀπό- 
a φασις, ἐάν τι προστεθῇ ἀλλ᾽ οὐχὶ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
συλλαβὴ μία οὐδὲ γὰρ ἐν τῷ μῦς τὸ ὃς σημαν- 
τικόν, ἀλλὰ φωνή ἐστι νῦν μόνον ἐν δὲ τοῖς 
διπλοῖς σημαίνει μέν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ καθ᾽ αὑτό, ὡς 
προείρηται 
18 Ἔστι δὲ λόγος ἅπας μὲν σημαντικός, οὐχ ὡς 
ὄργανον δέ, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς προείρηται, κατὰ συνθήκην 
ἀποφαντικὸς δὲ οὐ πᾶς, ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ὦ τὸ ἀληθεύειν ἡ 
ψεύδεσθαι ὑπάρχει οὐκ ἐν ἅπασι δὲ ὑπάρχει, 
δ οἷον ἡ εὐχὴ λόγος μέν, ἀλλ᾽ οὔτε ἀληθὴς οὔτε 
ψευδής οἱ μὲν οὖν ἄλλοι ἀφείσθωσαν ῥητορικῆς 
γὰρ ἢ ποιητικῆς οἰκειοτέρα ἡ σκέψις ὁ δὲ ἀπο- 
αντικὸς τῆς νῦν θεωρίας 
V Ἔστι δὲ ets πρῶτος λόγος ἀποφαντικὸς κατά- 
10 φασις, εἶτα ἀπόφασις οἱ δ᾽ ἄλλοι πάντες συνδέσμω 
εἷς 
2. B adds κατα συνθηιὴν 








5“. Here the existential sense of the verb ‘ to be’ 15 ignored 
and the copulative only considered 

* Auistotle, of course, has in mind also questions, com- 
mands and the hhe 
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his process of thinking and the mind of the hearcr 
acquicsces However, they do not as yet express 
positive or negative Judgements For even the in- 
fmitives ‘to be,’ ‘not to be,’ and the participle 
‘being are indicative only of fact, 1f and when some- 
thing further 1s added They indicate nothing them- 
selves but naply a copulation or synthesis, which we 
can hardly conceive of apait from the things thus 
combined ? 

I\ A sentence is significant speech, of which this 
or that part may have meamng—as something, that 
is, that 1s uttered but not as expressing a judgement 
of 1 positive or negative ehaiacter Let me explain 
this more fully Take‘ moital’ This doubtless has 
meaning but neither affirms nor demies , some addi- 
tion οἱ other 1s needed before it can affirm or deny 
But the syllables of ‘mortal’ aremeaningless So xt1s 
also with ‘ mouse,’ of which ‘-ouse has no meaning 
whatever and is but a meaningless sound But we 
saw that τῇ composite nouns the particular paits 
have a meaning, although not apat fiom the 
whole 

But while every sentence has meaning, though not 
as an instiument of nature but, as we observed, by 
eygnvention, not all can be called propositions We 
call propositions those only that have truth or falsity 
im them A prayer 19, for instance, a sentence but 
neithe: has t.uth nor has falsity Let us pass over 
all such, as their study more properly belongs to the 
province of rheto1re οἱ poetiy® We have im om 
present inquiry propositions alone for our theme 

V A simple affirmation 15 the first kind, a simple 
negation the second of those propositions called 
smple The rest are but one by conjunction 
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1? a 5 / \ 7 ) a % ω 4 
ἀνάγκη δὲ πάντα λόγον ἀποφαντικὸν ἐκ ῥήματος 


εἶναι ἢ πτώσεως ῥήματος καὶ γὰρ ὁ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
λόγος, ἐὰν μὴ τὸ ἔστιν ἢ ἦν ἡ ἔσται ἤ τι τοιοῦτον 
~ / / 5 4 / \ 
προστεθῆ, οὕπω λόγος ἀποῴφαντικός διότι δὴ 
ἕν τί ἐστιν ἀλλ᾽ οὐ πολλὰ τὸ ζῶον πεζὸν δίπουν 
οὐ γὰρ δὴ τῶ σύνεγγυς εἰρῆσθαι εἷς ἔσται ἔστι 
156 δὲ ἄλλης πραγματείας τοῦτο εἰπεῖν 
~ ~ 
Ἔστι δὲ εἷς λόγος ἀποφαντικὸς ἢ ὁ ἕν δηλῶν ἢ 
Ld , Ὄ 4 A ¢ \ 4 4 τ Ἅ 
ὁ συνδέσμω εἷς, πολλοὶ δὲ of πολλὰ καὶ μὴ ἕν 7 
οἱ ἀσύνδετοι 
§ \ > cd “Ὁ ca 7 , 
Τὸ μὲν οὖν ὄνομα ἢ ῥῆμα φάσις ἔστω μόνον, 
ἐπειδὴ οὐκ ἔστιν εἰπεῖν ουτω δηλοῦντά τι τῇ φωνῆ 
ὥστε ἀποφαΐνεσθαι, ἡ ἐρωτῶντός τινος, ἢ μή, 
20 ἀλλ᾽ αὐτὸν προαιρούμενον 
r ? 4 ¢ \ ¢ Χῇ , 4 > + ΠῚ ᾿ 
Τούτων δὲ ἡ μὲν ἁπλῆ ἐστὶν ἀπόφανσις, οἷον τὶ 
κατά τινος ἡ τὶ ἀπό τινος, ἡ δὲ ἐκ τούτων συγ- 
, t ? δ 4 ΝΜ ‘ 
κειμένη οἷον λόγος τις ἤδη oti Beros ἔστι δὲ 
ἡ ἁπλῆ ἀπόφανσις φωνὴ σημαντικὴ περὶ τοῦ ὑπ- 
bd) \ / 
άρχειν τι ἣ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ὡς οἱ χρόνοι διήρηνται 
7 , a: ee ἢ ΄ 
2, VI Κατάφασις δέ ἐστιν ἀπόφανσοσίς τινος κατά 
3 4 / 9 > / / > 4 
Twos ἀπόφασις δέ ἐστιν ἀπόφανσίς τινος ἀπό 
τινος 
> \ \ wm Ἀ ‘ ¢ , bd 4 e 
Eset δὲ ἔστι καὶ TO ὑπάρχον ἀποφαίνεσθαι ὡς 
μὴ ὑπάρχον καὶ τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχον ὡς ὑπάρχον καὶ 
? 
τὸ ὑπάρχον ws ὑπάρχον καὶ τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχον ws 





* Complex or composite propositions are those that cor- 
prise more than one, as, for instance, ‘A is B, C and D,’ 
‘Ais B, and Cis D,’ and so forth 
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Of all propositions a verb or a tense of a verb must 
form part ‘Lhe definition, for instance of ‘ man,’ 
unless 1s, was’ or‘ willbe 1s added or something 
or other of that hind, does not constitute a proposition 
But someone may ash how the phrase, ‘ footed animal, 
having two feet, can be held to be one and not many 
That the words are pronounced in succession does 
not constitute them aumty However, that question 
belongs to a different mquirv from the present 

Now those propositions are single which indicate 
one single fact or are one, as we said, by conjunction 
4nd those propositions are many which indicate not 
one but many or else have their parts unconjoined 

Nouns and verbs let us call mere expressions For 
we cannot use mere nouns or verbs, when expressing 
or enunciating something, for the purpose of making 
a statement, and that 1s so whether we happen to 
express a spontaneous opinion or someone pro- 
pounded 2 question to which we are giving an 
answer 

And so, to 1eturn, we repeat that one kind of pro- 
positions 1s simple, comprising all those that affirm or 
deny some one thing of another, while the other 1s 
composite, thatis, compounded of simple propositions 4 
4nd a simple proposition, more fully, 1s a statement 
possessing a meaning, affirming or denying the pres- 
ence of some other thing 1n a subject in time past or 

resent or future 

VI We mean by affirmation a statement affirming 
one thing of another , we mean by negation a state- 
ment denying one thing of another 

As men can affirm and deny both the presence of 
that which 15 present and the piesence of that which 
is absent and this they can do with a reference to 
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11 ἃ " ¢ , Ἀ A ‘ ? \ δὲ - “-- 
“μὴ ὑπάρχον, καὶ πέρι τοὺς ἐκτὸς O€ τοῦ νῦν 


χρόνους ὡσαύτως, ἅπαν av ἐιδέχοιτο καὶ ὃ κατ- 
f f > »» A 3) 3 f / 
ἐφησέ τις ἀποφῆσαι καὶ ὃ ἀπέφησέ τις κατα- 
~ » > 
φῆσαι wore δῆλον ὅτι πάση καταφάσει ἐστὶν 
ἀτόφασις ἀντικειμένη καὶ πάση ἀποφάσει κατά- 
dacis καὶ ἔστω ἀντίφασις τοῦτο, κατάγασις 
4 3 ? ¢ 3 , “ \ b 
Kal ἀπόφασις αἱ ἀντικείμεναι. λέγω δὲ ἀντι- 
8 κεῖσθαι σὴν τοῦ αὐτοῦ κατὰ τοῦ αὐτοῦ, μὴ ὁμω- 
νύμως δέ, καὶ ὅσα ἄλλα τῶν τοιούτων προσδι- 
οριζόμεθα πρὸς τὰς σοφισιικὰς ἐνοχλήσεις 
5 “ 
NIT Ἔστεὶ δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὰ μὲν καθόλου τῶν πραγ- 
? x ἃ 2 ? ? 4 / \ 
so μάτων τὰ δὲ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον (λέγω δὲ καθόλου μὲν 
e\ 3. 4 / f ~~ 3 
ὃ ἐπὶ πλειόνων πέφυκε κατηγορεῖσθαι, καθ 
“ A ’ὔ ἊΝ » \ “~ f 
17p exaoTov δὲ ὃ μή, οἵον ἄνθρωπος μὲν τῶν καθόλου, 
f 4 ~ > Ὁ > 7 \ > 
Καλλίας δὲ τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστον) ἀνάγκη δὲ aro- 
᾿ 4 ~ 
φαίνεσθαι ὡς ὑπάρχει τι ὴ μὴ OTE μὲν τῶν καθόλου 
τινί, ὁτὲ δὲ τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστον ἐὰν μὲν οὖν 
/ 3 ; 5», δ ~ , U ¢ ᾿ 
καθόλου ἀποφαίνηται ἐπὶ τοῦ καθόλου ὅτι ὑπάρχει 
ὅτι ἢ μή, ἔσονται ἐναντίσι αἱ ἀποφάνσεις λέγω 
\ 3 4 “ / > v4 7 “ 
δὲ ἐπὶ τοῦ καθόλου ἀποφαίνεσθαι καθόλου, otov 
.- ¢ 7 3 A 7 / 
πᾶς ἀνθρωπος λευκός, οὐδεὶς ἄνθρωπος λευκός 
4 3. 3 “ 
ὅταν δὲ ἐπὶ τῶν καθόλου μέν, μὴ καθόλου δέ, 
αὗται μὲν οὐκ εἰσὶν ἐναντίαι, τὰ μέντοι δηλούμενα 
, μὺ ? / ’, / \ A \ é 
έστιν eat ἐναντία ποτέ λέγω δὲ τὸ μὴ καθόλου 
9 ? 2. 4 - / a , A 
iw ἀποφαίνεσθαι ἐπὶ τῶν καθόλου, οἷον ἔστι λευκὸς 
of > / 4 / - 
ἄνθρωπος, οὐκ ἐστι λευκὸς ἄνθρωπος καθόλον 
4 7 ~ 
yap ὄντος τοῦ ἄγθρωπος οὐχ ws καθόλου κέχρηται 
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times that he outside the present, whatever a man 
mw ifhim, it 14 possible as well to deny, and what- 
exer Tman may deny, 1t 15 possible as well to affirm 
[hus, τὸ follows, cach affrmatue statement will have 
τς awn opposite negative, Just as each negative 
statement will have its affirmative opposite Every 
such pan of propositions we, therefore, shall call con- 
tradictones, always assuming the predicates and sub- 
jects ait really the same and the terms used without 
unbiguity These and some other provisos are 
needed in view of the puzzles propounded by im- 
portunate sophists 

VII Of thmgs there are some universal and some 
individual or singular, according, I mean, as their 
niture 1s such that they can or they cannot be pre- 
dicates of numeious subjects, as man,’ for example, 
and ἡ Callias ’ 

Propositions affirmative and negative, must some- 
times have universal subjects, at others individual] or 
singular Suppose we stete ὃν ο propositions, one 
athrmative one of them negative, both universal in 
form, haying one universal for subjcct , then these 
propositions are contrary By both universal τῇ 
form, having one universal for subject,’ I mean to say 
such propositions as Ὁ eve1y} man 15 white,’ on the one 
hand, and ‘no man 1s white,’ on the other When, 
however, the two propositions, while having a un- 
versal subject, are not univcisal m character, we can- 
not describe them as contraries, though on occasions, 
it may be, the meaning intendcd 1s contrary Take 
as examples of these man 15 white,’ man is not 
white ’andsoon Thesubyect or‘ man is universal, 
and yet the propositions themselves are not stated 
as though universal For neithe: contains the word 
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110 a 5 / ‘ 4 a 3 4 5A ᾿ 
TH ἀποφάνσει τὸ γὰρ πᾶς οὐ τὸ καθόλου σημαίνει 


3 3 “~ / 
GAN ὅτι καθόλου ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ κατηγορουμένου 
- 3 ? 
καθόλου κατηγορεῖν τὸ καθόλου οὐκ ἐστιν ἀληθές 
f > Ὄ “" 
οὐδεμία γὰρ κατάφασις ἀληθὴς ἔσται, ἐν ἡ τοῦ 
, ’ \ “ a“ 
1b κατηγορουμένου καθόλου τὸ καθόλου κατηγορεῖται, 
οἷον ἔστι πᾶς ἀνθρωπος πᾶν ζῶον 
“ ~ / 4 
᾿Αντικεῖσθαι μὲν οὖν κατάφασιν ἀποφάσει λέγω 
3 ~ 4 4 4 ,ὕ - 
ἀντιφατικῶς τὴν τὸ καθόλου σημαίνουσαν τῶ 
σι ~ \ 
αὐτῷ ὅτι οὐ καθόλου, οἷον πᾶς ἄνθρωπος λευκὸς 
> ~ 3, 7 3 Ἁ , f 
-- οὐ πᾶς ἄνθρωπος λευκός, οὐδεὶς ἄνθρωπος λευκός 
“ “ 7 > [4 \ Ἁ ~ 
30 --ἔστι τις ἄνθρωπος λευκός ἐναντίως δὲ τὴν τοῦ 
καθόλου κατάφασιν καὶ τὴν τοῦ καθόλου ἀπόφασιν, 
ἄς land w / 9 ‘ 3» 
οἷον πᾶς ἄνθρωπος λευκός---οὐδεὶς ἄνθρωπος λευ- 
/ os f f ? \ / 
Kos, πᾶς αἀνθρωπος δίκαιος---οὐδεὶς ἀνθρωπος 
δίκαιος 
4 é 4 > el Ψ 5 ζω > 
Διὸ ταύτας μὲν ody οἷόν re ἅμα ἀληθεῖς εἶναι, 
\ . 9 / 2 OA > oO? t > 4 
τὰς δὲ ἀντικειμένας αὐταῖς ἐνδέχεταί ποτε ἐπὶ 
“ 9 a 3 ~ s Ὄ 9 ~ » 
45 τοῦ αὐτοῦ apa ἀληθεῖς εἶναι, οἷον οὐ πᾶς ἄνθρωπος 
ὔ ΘΚ , ta ῳ ᾿ 
λευκός καὶ ἔστι τις ἄνθρωπος λευκός ὅσαι μὲν 
οὖν ἀντιφάσεις τῶν καθόλου εἰσὶ καθόλου, ἀνάγκη 


A e fF 3 ~ > \ ~ \ @ > 4 “~ 
τὴν ἑτέραν ἀληθῆ εἶναι ἡ ψευδῆ, καὶ ὅσαι ἐπὶ τῶν 
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‘exveiy’ The subject is not a universal in virtue of 
hiving an‘ every’, but‘ every,’ applied to the sub- 
je t confers on the whole proposition its absolute 
univer ality And vet, if both subject and predicate 
are used in their fullest extension,* the resulting 
proposition will be false For, indeed, no affirmation 
at ill could, in those circumstances, be true ‘ Every 
man is every animal * will serve as a good illustration 
of this 

When their subject 1s one and the same but of two 
propositions the afhrmative clearly indicates in its 
terms that the subject 1s taken universally, the ncga- 
tive, however, that the subject 1s not universally 
tikhen, I call them contradictouly opposed Es- 
amples are “every man 1s white,’ “not eve1y man 15 
white ’ and the like, οἱ, again, we have ‘some men 
are white, to which ‘no man 15 white ’ 1s opposed in 
the manner of which I am speaking Propositions 
are contrarily opposed when affirmative and negative 
alike are possessed of a unrveisal character—the 
subject, that 1s, in both cases beng marked as uni- 
versally taken Thus every man is white or ‘1s 
just 15 the contiary, not the contiadictory, of ‘ no 
man is white ’ or ‘15 just’ 

In the case of such contraries we see that not both 
cam be true at one time Notwithstanding, their 
contradictoiles sometimes are both of them true, 
though their subject be one and the same On the 
one hand, ‘not every man 1s white,’ on the other 
hand, ‘ some men are white ’ will be both of them true 
propositions But of those contradictory opposites 
having universals for subjects and being universal in 
character, one must be true, the othe: false This 
also holds good of propositions with singular terms 


127 


ARISTOTLE 


115 > @ a 3» f λ ἢ 2 
καθ᾽ ἕκαστα, οἷον ἔστι Σωκράτης λευκός--οὐκ 


2} > ~ 7 
ἔστι Σωκράτης λευκός ὅσαι δὲ ἐπὶ τῶν καθόλου 
/ 4 f fd Ἴ > 4 e x 3 A ¢ 4 
80 μέν, μὴ καθόλου δέ, οὐκ ἀεὶ ἡ μὲν ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ 
“--.Ῥ f f 
ψευδῆς ἅμα yap ἀληθές ἐστιν εὑτεῖν ὅτι ἔστιν 
/ 
ἄνθρωπος λευκὸς καὶ ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν ἄνθρωπος 
if 
λευκός, καὶ ἔστιν ἄνθρωπος καλὸς Kal οὐκ ἔστιν 
7 
ἄνθρωπος καλός εἰ γὰρ αἰσχρός, καὶ οὐ καλός 
Α > ft f \ 5 ; δό δ᾽ Ἁ 
καὶ εἰ γίνεταί τι, καὶ οὐκ ἔστιν δόξειε δ᾽ ἂν 
? é , εν 4 \ / f 
a ἐξαίφνης ἄτοπον εἶναι διὰ τὸ φαίνεσθαι σημαίνειν 
τὸ οὐκ ἔστιν ἄνθρωπος λευκός dua καὶ ὅτι οὐδεὶς 
” , 1 ay , > \ , vat 
ἄνθρωπος λευκός τὸ δὲ οὔτε ταὐτὸν σημαίνει οὐθ 
of 
ἅμα ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
4 \ Φ x / 3 7 ~ 
Φανερὸν δὲ ὅτι καὶ μία ἀπόφασις μιᾶς KaTa- 
f 4 2 4 4 > A nn 3 ~ Ἁ 3 7 
φάσεώς ἐστι τὸ γὰρ αὐτὸ δεῖ ἀποφῆσαι τὴν ἀπό- 
, 3 “- 
φασιν ὅπερ κατέφησεν ἡ κατάφασις, καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ 
18 αὐτοῦ, ἢ τῶν Kal’ ἑκαστά τινος ἡ ἀπὸ τῶν 
7] ? 4 [4 ᾽ \ φ \ / 
καθόλου τινός, ἢ ὡς καθόλου ἡ ὡς μὴ καθόλου 
/ \ Ὄ ” ΄, / ? t 
λέγω δὲ οἷον ἔστι Σωκράτης λευκός---οὐκ ἔστι 
f 33 ‘ ,ὔ 4 2 2 » 
Σωκράτης λευκός ἐὰν δὲ ἀλλο τι ἡ am ἄλλου 
\ 2 ’ 2 ξ > / 3 3 ᾽ > } 
τὸ αὐτό, οὐχ ἡ ἀντικειμένη ἀλλ᾽ ἔσται ἐκείνης 
ἑτέρα 7H δὲ πᾶς ἀνθρωπος λευκός ἡ οὐ πᾶς 
ww fd “- \ 4 ἢ - e 
6 ἄνθρωπος λευκός, τῇ δὲ Tis ἄνθρωπος λευκός ἡ 
οὐδεὶς ἄνθρωπος λευκός τῇ δὲ ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος 
λευκός ἡ οὐκ ἔστιν ἀνθρωπος λευκός 
ΠῚ 4 A in ; , > ? > ῃ 
τι μὲν οὖν μιᾶ καταφάσει μία ἀπόφασις ἀντί- 
κειται ἀντιφατικῶς, καὶ τίνες εἰσὶν αὗται, είρηται 
A ξφ 2 ᾽ὔ “ 
τὸ Καὶ OTL αἱ ἐναντίαι ἄλλαι, Kal τίνες εἰσὶν αὗται, 





® 4¢ either distributed or undistributed 
128 


ON INTERPRETATION, vir 


for their subjects, as ‘ Sociates 1s white’ and ‘ not 
white’ When, however, the two propositions are 
not umversal in character albeit about universals, 
not alw 11s do we find it the case that of these one 1s 
true, the other false Jor, mdeed, we can state very 
truly that manis and min 15 not white, and that man 
15 and man 15 not beautiful If ugly, a man 1s not 
beautitul, neither as vet 1s he beautiful, if he but 
tends to become so Γἢ15 view on a summary notice 
may well seem 1epugnant to reason, since “man 1s 
not white ’ would appear the equivalent of ‘no man 
is White’ But they do not in fact, mean the same, 
nor, again, are they both of necessity tiue at the same 
trme or false It 1s evident that the demal corre- 
sponding to a single affirmation itself must be single 
aswell Ihe denial, thatis, must deny just the thing 
the affirmation affirms of the selfsame, identical sub- 
ject We futher require that the subjects be both 
universal or singulai and also that both should be 
used or not used in then fullest extension® ‘So- 
crates is white and ‘not white’ constitute in this 
manner a pair Butif anything clse is demed οὐ the 
subject itself should be changed, though the predi- 
cate yet may remain, the demial will not co.respond 
but be one that is simply distinct To ‘ every man 
is white,’ for example, ‘not every man 15 white’ 
cori csponds, as ‘ no man 15 white,’ ‘ man 15 not white’ 
to “some men are white,’ ‘ man 1s white ἡ 

Now to sum up the foregoing statements, we showed 
that a single negation 1s opposed to a single affirma- 
tion in the manner we called contradictory and also 
explained which these were Fiom the class of con- 
tradictory propositions we further distinguished the 
contrary, explaining which these also were We, 
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18 ἃ wv 4 4 5 ~ 3 Ν Ν ᾿ 3 ? 
εἴρηται καὶ ὅτι οὐ πᾶσα ἀληθὴς ἡ ψευδὴς ἀντί- 


\ ‘ ᾿ 4 4 3 Ἁ 4 ‘4 
φασις, καὶ διὰ τί, Kat πότε ἀληθὴς ἡ ψευδής 
VIII Mia δέ ἐστι κατάφασις καὶ ἀπόφασις ἡ 
Ὁ > εὶ i Y 4 ad td 
ἕν καθ᾽ ἑνὸς σημαίνουσα, ἡ καθόλου ὄντος καθόλου 
καὶ / ~ 3 
ἢ μὴ ὁμοίως, οἷον πᾶς ἄνθρωπος λευκός ἐστιν--- 
100K ἔστι πᾶς ἄνθρωπος λευκός, ἔστιν ἄνθρωπος 
7 % , 3, 7 +) A x” 
λευκός--οὐκ ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος λευκός, οὐδεὶς ἄν- 
la 32, 2 λ 7 3 a 
θρωπος λευκός---ἔστι tis ἄνθρωπος λευκός, εἰ τὸ 
λευκὸν ἕν σημαίνει εἰ δὲ δυοῖν ἕν ὄνομα κεῖται, 
2 e , 3 , ’ , , 1.2 r 
ἐξ ὧν μή ἐστιν ἕν, od pia κατάφασις, οἵον εἰ 
“᾿ »] 

20 τίς θεῖτο ὄνομα ἱμάτιον ἵππω καὶ ἀνθρώπω, τὸ 
¥ ¢ 7 , Ὡ 3 ; , ἼΦΔΑ 
ἔστιν ἱμάτιον λευκόν, αὕτη οὐ μία κατάφασις οὐδὲ 
3 / ? 5 κ A , “~ > Cal 
ἀπόφασις μία οὐδὲν yap διαφέρει τοῦτο εἰπεῖν 
A , Lid ‘ , / ~ A 
ἢ ἐστιν ἵππος Kal ἄνθρωπος λευκός τοῦτο δὲ 

ΝᾺ 7 os 2 a 4 ¢ \ \ 
οὐδὲν διαφέρει τοῦ εἰπεῖν ἔστιν ἵππος λευκὸς Kal 
” , / 2 ow ὯΝ 4 
ἔστιν ἄνθρωπος λευκός εἰ οὖν αὗται πολλὰ 
7 \ > 4 f ~ με 4 € 
a Onpaivovar καὶ εἰσὶ πολλαί, δῆλον ὅτι Kat ἡ 
/ ‘ λλὰ “A δέ cA ” ; ? 
πρώτη ἤτοι πολλὰ ἢ οὐδὲν σημαΐνει οὐ yap ἐστιν 
ς \ » σ΄ Ψ 903 3 / 
ὁ τὶς ἄνθρωπος ἵππος wore οὐδ᾽ ἐν ταύταις 
ἀνάγκη τὴν μὲν ἀληθῆ τὴν δὲ ψευδῆ εἶναι ἀντί- 
φασιν 
3 \ 4 ~ 
IX “Em μὲν οὖν τῶν ὄντων καὶ γενομένων 
3 δέ ᾿ f a ‘ 3 4 2 “~ bh) 
ἀνάγκη τὴν κατάφασιν ἢ THY ἀπόφασιν ἀληθῆ ἢ 
gu ψευδῆ εἶναι, καὶ ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν καθόλου ὡς καθόλου 


1 B adds ουδὲ arogacis μια 
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moreover, have proved of two opposites that 1t 1s 
not the case always that one must be true and one 
false, and we set forth the reasons for this and e.- 
plained the conditions in which one 1s false, if the 
othe: 1 true 

\III A statement is single or one, when it either 
afirms or demes some one thing and no more of 
another, be the subject universal or not and the 
statement universal or not We may take for 
eximples the following, provided that ‘white’ has 
one meaning 


Every man is white Not every man 15 white 
Man 1s white Man is not white 
No man is white Some men are vhite 


If, however, one word has two meanings, which do 
not comnbine to make one, the affirmation itself is 
not one If, for instance, you gave the name ‘ gar- 
ment alike to a horse and a man, then it follows 
that ‘ garment is white would be not one but two 
affirmations, as also would ‘ garment 1s not white’ 
be not one denial but two For the statement that 
“garment 15 white’ really means ‘horse and man 
both are white’ And this statement, in turn, 15 the 
same as to say ᾿ horse 15 white,’ ‘ manis white’ And 
if these have more meanings than one and do not, 
in effect, make one statement, 1t follows that ‘ gai- 
ment is white * must itself have moire meanings than 
one or, if not, 1t means nothing at all For no par- 
ticular man is a horse And accordingly not even 
here is one necessarily true and one false of two 
statements opposed contradictorily ¢ 

IX In regard to things present or past, proposi- 
tions, whether positive or negative, are true of 
necessity or false And of those contradictorily 
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18 2 
ἀεὶ τὴν μὲν ἀληθῆ τὴν δὲ ψευδῆ εἶναι, καὶ ἐπὶ 


~~ ? / q t > \ \ “ὦ 
τῶν καθ᾽ έκαστα, ὥσπερ είἰρηται, ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν 
καθόλου μὴ καθόλου λεχθέντων οὐκ ἀνάγκη 
εἰρηται δὲ καὶ περὶ τούτων 

Ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστα Kat μελλόντων οὐχ 
ξ ’ 3 \ fa f \ 3 / 
ὁμοίως εἰ yap πᾶσα κατάφασις Kal ἀπόφασις 
3 4 4 / ‘ / 3 7 € / A 

8, ἀληθὴς ἡ ψευδής, καὶ ἅπαν ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν ἡ 

4 ξ / Ό ? ¢ ‘ 7 3 ’ ξ 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ὥστε εἰ ὃ μὲν φήσει ἔσεσθαΐ τι ὁ 
δὲ \ ’ 4 >. κ “ on 7 > ,ὔ 

é μὴ φήσει τὸ αὐτὸ τοῦτο, δῆλον ὅτι ἀνάγκη 
ἀληθεύειν τὸν ἕτερον αὐτῶν, εἰ πᾶσα κατάφασις 
καὶ ἀπόφασις ἀληθὴς ἡ ψευδής ἄμφω γὰρ οὐχ 
ς ’ / Le “ 7 3 \ 9 \ 
ὑπάρξει ἅμα ἐπὶ τοῖς τοιούτοις εἰ yap ἀληθὲς 

3 a ω ᾿ \ f ? / 3 5 7 

18.υ εἰπεῖν ὅτι λευκὸν ἡ OTL οὐ λευκόν ἐστιν, ἀνάγκη 
ων ἡ 4 3 / \ > 0 ‘ \ % 
εἶναι λευκὸν ἡ οὐ λευκόν, καὶ εἰ ἔστι λευκὸν ἡ οὐ 

᾽ 3 \ > / \ » / ‘ ? A 
λευκόν, ἀληθὲς ἦν φάναι ἡ ἀποφάναι Kat εἰ μὴ 
¢ / 7 \ 3 7 3 ¢ ᾽ 
ὑπάρχει, ψεύδεται, καὶ εἰ ψεύδεται, οὐχ ὑπάρχει, 

ῳ 3 ¥ \ \ / A \ 3 / 

Ὁ ὥστε ἀνάγκη ἡ τὴν κατάφασιν ὴ THY ἀπόφασιν 
ἀληθῆ εἶναι ἡ ψευδῆ 
IO , 3 3} ᾽ ; 3) > A 

Οὐδὲν dpa οὔτε ἔστιν ovTe γίνεται οὔτε ἀπὸ 

ra aay φ ᾽ 3 3 + \ "ἢ \ 9 
τύχης ovf ὁπότερ᾽ ἔτυχεν, οὐδὲ ἔσται 7 οὐκ 
3) > 3 > > / ia \ > ¢ / 3 
ἔσται, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἅπαντα καὶ ody ὁπότερ 
é A \ € \ 3 7 A ¢ 3 / 
ἔτυχεν ἢ yap ὁ φὰς ἀληθεύσει ἡ ὃ ἀποφάς 





α This chapter deals largely with contingency However, 
it 15 hard to determine whether Aristotle held that contingency 
could anywhere be found in the universe See W D Ross, 
Aristotle, pp 31, 75-78 and elsewhere 
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opposed onc, ag un, must be tiue and one false, when 
they huve vumiversal for subject and are in themselves 
τ uversilor else, 15 we noticed above, have a singular 
term for their subject This need not, however, be 
so i the ease of two such piopositions as have 
univeisils for subjects but are not themselves un1- 
ver al Lhat question also we discussed 

When, however, we come to propositions whose 
subjects are singular terms, while their predicates 
icfer to the future and not to the present οἱ past, 
then we find that the case 1s quite changed? Pro- 
positions, whether positive οὐ negative, being them- 
selves true οἱ false, every predicate that we affirm 
must belong to its subject or not Hence it 15 that, 
if someone declares that a ceitain event will take 
place, while another declares αὖ will not, one will 
clearly be speaking the truth, while the other as 
clearly will not Both predicates cannot belong to 
one subject with regard to the future For, if αὖ 15 
true to pronounce some particular thing to be white, 
it must be of necessity white The reverse of this 
also holds good As, again, 1t 1s white or not white, 
it was tiue to affim οἱ deny 1t And, 18 1t 1s not, in 
fact, white, then to say that 1t 1s will be false , if to 
say that 1t 1s will be false, then it follows the thing 1s 
not white We are driven, therefore, to concluding 
that all affirmations and denials must either be true 
or be false 

Now, τῇ all this 1s so, there 1s nothing that happens 
by chance or fortuitously, nothmg will ever so 
happen Contingency there can be none, all events 
come about of necessity Ezther the man who 
maintains that a ceitain event will take place or the 
man who maintains the reverse will be speaking the 
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ξ , A) ων ΣΞ ἢ x 5 > ? Ἀ ΑῚ 
ὁμοίως γὰρ ἂν ἐγίνετο ἡ οὐκ ἐγίνετο τὸ γὰρ 
¢ , 3 bis ao ἃ “~ ¢ 4 4 Ὁ 
ὁπότερ᾽ ἔτυχεν οὐδὲν μᾶλλον οὕτως ἢ μὴ οὕτως 
” Ἅ ? 
ἔχει ἢ ἔξει 
~ ~ 3 “~ 
10 “Ere εἰ ἔστι λευκὸν viv, ἀληθὲς ἣν εἰπεῖν πρό- 
f v / Ὁ > A 3 A ἐν 
τερον ὅτι ἔσται λευκόν, ὥστε ἀεὶ ἀληθὲς ἣν 
a a ~ , 
εἰπεῖν ὁτιοῦν τῶν γενομένων ὅτι ἔστιν ἢ ἔσται 
> 4 > A 3 \ εν 3 a ? 3 Ἃ μὲ 3 
εἰ δὲ ἀεὶ ἀληθὲς ἦν εἰπεῖν ὅτι ἔστιν ἢ ἔσται, οὐχ 
eS? “- 4 με so N Ν t Δ \ 4 
οἷόν τε τοῦτο μὴ εἶναι οὐδὲ μὴ ἔσεσθαι ὃ δὲ μὴ 
es 4 / > 4 A / a ἣ 
οἷόν τε μὴ γενέσθαι, ἀδύνατον μὴ γενέσθαι ὃ δὲ 
5 7 A / > » / 7 
1ὸ ἀδύνατον μὴ γενέσθαι, ἀνάγκη γενέσθαι ἅπαντα 
ΩΣ “A ) \ ” 
ovv Ta ἐσόμενα ἀναγκαῖον γενέσθαι. οὐδὲν apa 
¢ a ? f LAND! > δ [4 2» 2 Ἁ > \ 
ὁπότερ᾽ ἔτυχεν οὐδὲ ἀπὸ τύχης ἔσται εἰ γὰρ ἀπὸ 
/ % 3 3 ’ 
τύχης, οὐκ ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
᾿Αλλὰ μὴν οὐδ᾽ ὡς οὐδέτερόν γε ἀληθὲς ἐνδέ- 
, ζυ Ψ 32 # 2 b) 2 
yerat λέγειν, οἷον ὅτι οὔτε ἔσται οὔτε οὐκ ἔσται 
πρῶτον μὲν γὰρ οὔσης τῆς καταφάσεως ψευδοῦς 
20% ἀπόφασις οὐκ ἀληθής, καὶ ταύτης ψευδοῦς οὔσης 
A f / % 2 ~ > \ 
τὴν κατάφασιν συμβαίνει μὴ ἀληθῆ εἶναι καὶ 
\ ἤ > > A 3 “A a b) 4 
πρὸς τούτοις, et ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν ὅτι λευκὸν καὶ 
f “ , ¢ “ > A ς / 3 
μέγα, δεῖ ἀμῴφω ὑπάρχεν εἰ δὲ ὑπάρξει εἰς 
M ¢ / τ 3 2) 3 \ / ” 
αὔριον, ὑπάρξειν' εἰς αὔριον εἰ de μήτε ἔσται 
, ‘ ? ἡ >? Ἅ Ww A e - > 
μήτε μὴ ἔσται αὔριον, οὐκ ἂν εἴη TO ὁπότερ 
” © r 7 \ \ , ͵ 
ἔτυχεν, οἷον ναυμαχία δέοι γὰρ av μήτε γενέσθαι 
᾿ 
ὃ. ναυμαχίαν αὔριον μήτε μὴ γενέσθαι 
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truth on that pont Things could just as well happen 
as not, if the one or the other assertion 1s not of 
necessity true For as that term 1s used in regard 
to both present and future events, the contingent 1s 
that which could just as well happen m this way as 
that 

If moreover, a thing 15 now white, then 1t would 
have been true in past time to affirm that that thing 
nould be white, and thus at all times was it true of 
whatever has now taken place to affirm that ‘it 1s’ 
or ‘willbe’ But if 1t at all times was true to affirm 
that itis’ or‘ willbe, how impossible that 1t should 
not be or not be about to be so! When a thing can- 
not not come to be, how impossible that 1t should 
not! If, again, 1ts not coming to be 15 impossible, as 
we assume, come to be then it certainly must And 
in consequence future events, as we said, come about 
of necessity Nothing 15 casual, contingent For if a 
thing happened by chance, 1t would not come about 
of necessity 

We cannot contend, notwithstanding, that neither 
proposition is tiue For example, we cannot con- 
tend that a certain event neither will noi will not 
come to pass in the future For, first, although one 
affirmation or denial should prove to be false, yet 
the other would still not be true Were it, secondly, 
true to affirm that the same thing 1s both white and 
large, 1t would have both these marks of necessity 
If it will have them to-morrow, it will of necessity 
have them But if some event neither will nor will 
not come to piss on the morrow, contingency there 
will be none Let us take, for e,ample, a sea-fight 
It 1s requisite on our hypothesis that τὸ should neither 
take place nor yet fail to take place on the morrow 
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18 b 
4 t 4 , Ψ “- 4 
Ta μὲν δὴ συμβαΐοντα ἄτοπα ταῦτα καὶ 


~ ’ ‘ 
τοιαῦτα €repa, εἴπερ πάσης καταφάσεως καὶ ἀπο- 
, 4 > 4 “ , , e / 
dacews ἡ ἐπὶ τῶν καθόλου λεγομένων ws καθόλου 
ἡ ἐπὶ τῶν Kal’ ἔκαστον ἀνάγκη τῶν ἀντικειμένων 
εἶναι τὴν μὲν ἀληθῆ τὴν δὲ ψευδῆ, μηδὲν δὲ 
80 ὁπότερ᾽ ἔτυχεν εἶναι ἐν τοῖς γιγνομένοις, ἀλλὰ 
πάντα εἶναι καὶ γίγνεσθαι ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὥστε οὔτε 
, / Ἁ i , e ἽΝ 
βουλεύεσθαι δέοι av οὐτε πραγματεύεσθαι, ὡς ἐὰν 
\ \ / A f 24 \ ‘ / 
μὲν TOOL ποιήσωμεν, ἔσται τοδί, ἐὰν δὲ μὴ τοδί, 
οὐκ ἔσται τοδί οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει καὶ εἰς μυριο- 
~ 4 
στὸν ἔτος τὸν μὲν φάναι τοῦτο ἔσεσθαι τὸν δὲ μὴ 
? q > > »ἷ 9 ¢ ~ 
85 φάναι, ὥστε ἐξ αναγκὴς ἔσεσθαι OTTOTEPOVOUV 
> Ὁ ἀλ θὲ a > “a / χλλὰ A δὲ 
αὐτῶν ἀληθὲς ἣν εἰπεῖν τότε ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδὲ 
“- / ” s \ > oF 4 
τοῦτο διαφέρει, εἴ τινες εἶπον τὴν ἀντίφασιν ἡ 
᾿ “ὦ \ 
μὴ εἶπον δῆλον γὰρ ὅτι οὕτως ἔχει τὰ πράγματα, 
\ ‘ ξ \ la ξ \ 9 ᾽ὔ > \ 
Kav μὴ ὃ μὲν καταφήση τι ὁ δὲ ἀποφήση οὐδὲ 
‘ ὃ A ‘ θῆ \ > An 3 3 
γὰρ διὰ τὸ καταφαθῆναι ἡ ἀποφαθῆναι ἔσται ὴ 
% f PASE 2 A 4 ~ ha! > 
192 οὐκ ἔσται, οὐδ᾽ εἰς μυριοστὸν ἔτος μᾶλλον ἢ ἐν 
ὁποσωοῦν χρόνω wore εἰ ἐν ἅπαντι τῶ χρόνω 
; > ¢ . Φ 5 , 5 
οὕτως εἶχεν ὥστε τὸ ἕτερον ἀληθεύεσθαι, ἀναγ- 
καῖον ἣν τοῦτο γενέσθαι, καὶ έκαστον τῶν γενο- 
“ 
μένων ἀεὶ ovTws εἶχεν ὥστε ἐξ ἀνάγκης γενέσθαι 
@ ~ ~*~ 
υὖ τε yap ἀληθῶς εἶπέ τις ὅτι ἔσται, ody οἷόν τε 
\ \ “a 
μὴ γενέσθαι καὶ τὸ γινομένον ἀληθὲς ἦν εἰπεῖν 
ἀεὶ ὅτι ἔσται 
Ki ὃ A ~ "ὃ 7 ec om” \ Ψ 4 
L δὴ ταῦτα ἀδύνατα---οῶμεν yap ὅτι ἔστιν 
3 Ἁ ~ > ? 4 3 \ o~ \ 
ἄρχη τῶν ἐσομένων καὶ ἀπὸ τοῦ βουλευεσθαι Kat 
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These and other strange consequences follow, 
provided we assume in the case of a pair of contra- 
dictory opposites having universals for subjects and 
being themselves universal οἱ having an individual 
subject that one must be true the othe: false, that 
contingency there can be none and that all things 
that are or take place come about in the world by 
necessity No need would there be for mankind to 
delberate or to take pains, could we make the 
assumption that 1f we adopt a particular line, then a 
certain result will ensue and that if we do not, 1t will 
not There 15 nothing to prevent any man from pre- 
dicting some future event (say) some ten thousand 
years beforehand, while another predicts the reverse 
the event that was truly predicted must needs come 
to pass at long last And, indeed, it 1s quite im- 
miterial whethe. contradictory predictions were 
actually made beforehand For that someone 
affimed or denied does not alter the course of events 
And events aie not caused οἱ prevented by someone's 
affiming or denying that at some future time they 
would happen Nor yet, let us add, does it matter 
how old the predictions may be And inconsequence, 
if though the ages the nature of things has been 
such that a certain prediction was true, that piedic- 
tion must needs be fulfilled, and the nature of all 
things was such that events came about of necessity 
For any event anyone in the past has once truly 
predicted must needs in due course come about, and 
of that which has once come about τὸ was true at all 
times to affiim that 1t would in due time come about 

All this 1s, however, rmpossible We know from 
our personal experience that future events may de- 
pend on the counsels and actions of men, and that, 
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198 3 4 ~ δι “4 ‘ f t 2 > “~ 4 
10 ἀπὸ τοῦ πρᾶξαί TL, Kal ὁτι ὅλως ἔστιν ἐν τοῖς μὴ 


> 4 94 - ‘ \ * 3 , ς ? 
ἀεὶ ἐνεργοῦσι τὸ δυνατὸν εἶναι Kal μὴ, ὁμοίως 
5 Py ; > OF \ 1 4 \ ᾿ \ 
ev οἷς ἀμῴω ἐιδέχεται, Kal TO εἶναι Kal TO μὴ 
4 4 ’ 
εἶναι, ὥστε καὶ τὸ γενέσθαι καὶ τὸ μὴ γενέσθαι 
‘ § € a ay f 2 ? 3 Ω 7 
καὶ πολλὰ ἡμῖν δῆλά ἐστιν οὕτως ἔχοντα, οἷον ὁτι 
~ x > 
τουτὶ TO ἱμάτιον δυνατόν ἐστι διατμηθῆναι καὶ ov 
/ 
διατμηθήσεται, ἀλλ᾽ ἔμπροσθεν κατατριβήσεται 
~ , 4 
15 ὁμοίως δὲ Kal TO μὴ διατμηθῆναι δυνατόν οὐ yap 
-~ -~ ’ 
ἂν ὑπῆρχε τὸ ἔμπροσθεν αὐτὸ κατατριβῆναι, εἰγε 
” ~ [4 Ἁ ΔΝ 
μὴ δυνατὸν ἣν τὸ μὴ διατμηθῆναι ὥστε καὶ ἐπὶ 
τῶν ἄλλων γενέσεων, ὅσαι κατὰ δύναμιν λέγονται 
‘ “4 3 
τὴν τοιαύτην φανερὸν ἄρα ὅτι οὐχ ἅπαντα ἐξ 
> f wv 3 / Ww 4 3 4 ‘ Ν 
ἀνάγκης οὔτ᾽ ἐστιν οὔτε γίνεται, ἀλλὰ τὰ μὲν 
¢ la > Ν \ Paw! “ ε - av ¢ 
20 ὁπότερ᾽ ἔτυχε, Kal οὐδὲν μᾶλλον ἡ κατάφασις ἢ ἡ 
2 f > 7 4 \ ~ \ \ e 9 ἃ A 
ἀπόφασις ἀληθής, τὰ δὲ μᾶλλον μὲν καὶ ὡς ἐπὶ TO 
Ἀ / % \ > 9 ? ? / X 
πολὺ θάτερον, od μὴν ἀλλ᾽ ἐνδέχεται γενέσθαι Kat 
θάτερον, θάτερον δὲ μή 
‘ \ rite > 1 4 / > \ δ LON Ἁ 
Τὸ μὲν οὖν εἶιαι τὸ ὃν ὅταν ἦ, καὶ τὸ μὴ ὃν μὴ 
ox \ 
25 εἶναι ὅταν μὴ ἢ, ἀνάγκη οὐ μὴν οὔτε TO ὃν ἅπαν 
3 \ 
ἀνάγκη εἶναι οὔτε τὸ μὴ ὃν μὴ εἶναι οὐ yap 
3 ¥ 
ταὐτόν ἐστι TO ὃν ἅπαν εἶναι ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὅτε ἔστι, 
\ 4 € ἴων > > δ 7 ¢ / \ 4 
Kat τὸ ἁπλῶς εἶναι ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ 
> \ ~ \ “- 
ἐπὶ τοῦ μὴ ὄντος καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς ἀντιφάσεως ὁ 
αὐτὸς λόγος εἶναι μὲν ἡ μὴ εἶναι ἅπαν ἀνάγκη, 
» ’ aA 7 7 “ 
Kat ἔσεσθαί ye ἢ μὴ οὐ μέντοι διελόντα ye εἰπεῖν 
, 3 a“ Ps > 
θάτερον ἀναγκαῖον λέγω δὲ οἷον ἀνάγκη μὲν 
Μ 
80 ἔσεσθαι ναυμαχίαν αὔριον ἡ μὴ ἔσεσθαι, οὐ μέντοι 
¥ ld f 5» “ 
ἔσεσθαξζ γε αὔριον ναυμαχίαν ἀναγκαῖον οὐδὲ μὴ 
/ ~ 
γενέσθαι γενέσθαι μέντοι ἢ μὴ γενέσθαι ἀναγκαῖον 
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speaking more broadly, those things that are not 
uninterruptedly actu il exhibit a potentiality, that 1s, 
a ‘may or may not be’ If such things may be or 
may not be, events may take place or may not 
There are many plain cases of this Thus this coat 
max be cut in two halves, yet 1t may not be cut in 
twohilves It may wear out before that can happen 
then 1t may not be cut into two. For, unless that 
were really the case, then its wearing out first weie 
not possible The same with all other events which 
in any such sense are potential Thus it 1s clear 
that not everything is or takes place of necessity 
Cases there are of contingency , no truer 15 then the 
affirmative, no falser, than the negative statement 
Some cases, moreover, we find that at least, for the 
most part and commonly, tend im a certain direction, 
and yet they may issue at times in the other or rarer 
direction 

What 1s must needs be when it 1s, what is not 
cannot be whenitisnot However, not all that exists 
any more than all that which does not comes about or 
exists by necessity That what is must be when it 
15. does not mean the same thing as to say that all 
things come about by necessity And so, too, with 
that which 1s not And with two contradictory 
statements the same thing is found to hold good 
That 1s, all things must be or not be, or must come or 
not come into being, at this or that time in the future 
But we cannot determinately say which alternative 
must come to pass For example, a sea-fight must 
either take place on the morrow ornot No necessity 
is there, however, that it should come to pass or 
should not What is necessary is that 1t either 
should happen to-moriow or not And so, as the 
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19 8 Ψ > 0 \ ¢ ἐν , 3 ~ [4 4 7 
ὥστ᾽ ἐπεὶ ὁμοίως οἱ λόγοι ἀληθεῖς ὥσπερ τὰ πράγ 


~ f f Φ; 2 4 ¢ 7 3 
ματα, δῆλον oTt Oca οὕτως ἔχει WOTE ὁπότερ 
” > 4 

8) ἔτυχε καὶ τἀναντία ἐνδέχεσθαι, ἀνάγκη ὁμοίως 
; 
ἔχειν καὶ τὴν ἀντίφασιν 
a ? > oN ~ \ > " ΔΝ Ἄ A 5 4 
Ozep συμβαίνει ἐπὶ τοῖς μὴ ἀεὶ OVoW ἢ μὴ ἀεὶ 
4 ~ 4 é / 
μὴ οὖσιν τούτων yap ἀνάγκη μὲν θάτερον μόριον 
ΩΣ 9 ᾽ LA θὲ > 4 ὃ 3 “ 
τῆς ἀντιφάσεως ἀληθὲς εἶναι ἡ ψεῦδος, οὐ μέντοι 
ὔ ‘ / 3 > ¢ / ? td ‘ ~ A 
τόδε ἡ τόδε ἀλλ᾽ ὁπότερ᾽ ἔτυχε, καὶ μᾶλλον μὲν 
3 “»" 9 - ιν 
ἀληθῆ τὴν ἑτέραν, οὐ μέντοι ἤδη ἀληθῇ ἡ ψευδῆ 
¢ oA ’ 3 3 la“ 7 ᾽ 
19h ὥστε δῆλον ὅτι οὐκ ἀνάγκη πάσης καταφάσεως 
καὶ ἀποφάσεως τῶν ἀντικειμένων τὴν μὲν ἀληθῆ 
4 % ~ > % \ vd > A ~ of 
τὴν δὲ ψευδῆ εἶναι οὐ yap ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῶν ὄντων, 
\ 4 ~ δι 
οὕτως ἔχει καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν μὴ ὄντων μὲν δυνατῶν 
Ἁ Φ a“ 4 ? > Ψ ” 
δὲ εἶναι ἢ μὴ εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ εἴρηται 
3 ‘ 2 9 ’ ,ὔ ¢ / 
δ SW Ἐπεὶ δέ ἐστί τι κατά τινος ἡ κατάφασις 
“" “ “A A 
σημαίνουσα, τοῦτο δέ ἐστιν ἡ ὄνομα ἢ TO ἀνώνυμον, 
et \ “ > A > Leas \ ? ~ ᾽ 
ἕν δὲ δεῖ εἶναι καὶ καθ᾽ ἑνὸς τὸ ἐν τῇ καταφάσει 
A 
(τὸ δὲ ὄνομα εἴρηται καὶ τὸ ἀνώνυμον πρότερον 
A \ > ’ , \ 3 4 3 > 
τὸ yap οὐκ ἀνθρωπος ὄνομα μὲν od λέγω ἀλλ 
> ἢ 4 , A \ 
ἀόριστον ὄνομα ἐν γάρ πως σημαίνει καὶ TO 
5. ¢ \ \ 3 e ’ 2 Lent 3 . 
10 ἀόριστον ὥσπερ καὶ τὸ οὐχ ὑγιαίνει οὐ ῥῆμα ἀλλ 
“~ ~ 4 > f 
ἀόριστον ῥῆμα), ἔσται πᾶσα κατάφασις Kal ἀπό- 
3 ᾽ὔ 
dacis ἡ ἐξ ὀνόματος καὶ ῥήματος ἡ ἐξ ἀορίστου 
\ . eff ’ 
ὀνόματος καὶ ῥήματος avev δὲ ῥήματος οὐδεμία 
κατάφασις οὐδὲ ἀπόφασις τὸ γὰρ ἔστιν ἡ ἔσται 
ΩΝ f ’ὔ ~ 2 
ἢ ἣν ἡ γίνεται, ἡ ὅσα ἀλλα τοιαῦτα, ῥήματα ἐκ 
»"- 3 ’ ’ 
τ τῶν κειμένων ἐστί προσσημαίνει γὰρ ypovov 
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tiuth of propositions consists in corresponding with 
facts, it is clear in the case of events whee contin- 
gency or potentiality in opposite directions 15 found 
that the two contradictory statements about them 
will have the same character 

With what is not always existent or not at all times 
non-existent we find this exactly the case For one 
half of the said contiadiction must be true and the 
other half false But we cannot say which half is 
which Though it may be that one 15 more probable, 1t 
cannot be true yetor false Thereis evidently, then, 
no necessity that one should be tue, the other false, 
in the case of affirmations and demals For the case 
of those things which as yet are potential, not actually 
existent, 1s different from that of things actual It 
is as We Stated above 

X An affirmative proposition is one that states 
something of something The subject 1s either a 
noun or a something not possessed of a name, and 
of subject and predicate eithe: must signify only one 
thing We explained what we meant by a noun and 
by what has no name of its own Εοι we said that 
‘not-man,’ for example, was not, strictly speaking, a 
noun, and we called such ‘ mdefinite nouns, since 
they do in a manner at least signify or denote single 
things In like manner, the phrase ‘1s not healthy ἡ 
is not, strictly speaking, a verb, and we called such 
‘indefimte veibs’ Thus affirmative and negative 
judgements consist of a noun and a verb, whether 
stiictly so called or indefinite Unless there 1s alsoa 
verb, there 1s no affiimation nor denial Foi ex- 
pressions like 1s, ‘ will be,’ ‘ was,’ ‘comes to be’ 
and so foith are all verbs upon our definition of the 
word, for beside their particular meanmg they have 
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a time-reference also And, therefore, ‘man 1s,’ 
‘man 15 not,’ form the first affirmation and denial 
‘Not-man 1s,’ ‘ not-man 15 not’ follow Agaim, we 
have these propositions, every man 1s’ and ‘ every 
not-man is ——‘ every man is not, ‘ every not-man 1s 
not Just the same reasoning applies in regard to 
times future and past 

Where theie are two other terms and the term ‘1s’ 
1s used as a thud, there are possible two distinct types 
of affirmative and negative statements® We take 
‘manis just for example The word ‘is’ 15 here a 
third term, be 1t called verb or noun, mm the sentence 
4nd, therefoie, from these terms or factors we form 
in all four propositions Two correspond im their 
sequence, in respect of affirmation and denial, with 
those propositions or judgements which refer to a 
state of privation The others, however, do not 
Supposing, I mean, the verb ‘1s ἡ to be added to‘ just’ 
or ‘ not just,’ we shallhavetwo affirmative judgements, 
supposing that 15 not ’ 1s added, we then have two 
negative judgements Together these make up the 
four This the subjomed examples make clear — 


Affirmations Negations 
Man is just Man is not just 
Man is not-just Man 1s not not-just 


Now ‘is’ and ‘is not’ in these cases are added to 
‘just’ or ‘not-just’ In this way are these state- 
ments arranged, as we said in the Pror Analytics 
Supposing the subject distributed, we find that the 
rule is the same — 


Affirmations Negations 


Every man is just Not every man 1s just 
Every man is not-just = Noteverymanis not-just 
143 


ARISTOTLE 


19 b ” 3 7 i > ¢ ? 4 x 
ἄνθρωπος οὐ δίκαιος πλὴν οὐχ ὁμοίως Tas κατὰ 


f 3 4 A 
διάμετρον ἐνδέχεται συναληθεύειν ἐνδέχεται δὲ 
ποτέ 

a ~ / \ 4 

Αὗται μὲν οὖν δύο ἀντίκεινται, ἄλλαι δὲ δύο 

ι 4 / la 
πρὸς τὸ οὐκ ἄνθρωπος ὡς ὑποκείμενόν TL προσ- 

9 3 
τεθέντος, ἔστι δίκαιος οὐκ-ἀνθρωπος---οὐκ ἔστι 

[ / 9 / 
δίκαιος οὐκ-άνθρωπος, ἔστιν-οὐ δίκαιος οὐκ-αν- 
θ + of > OL > ” θ λ , 

20 ἃ ὕρωπος---οὐκ ἐστιν OU-OLAGLOS οὐκ-ἀνθρωπος πλει- 
/ cy \ 
ous δὲ τούτων οὐκ ἔσονται ἀντιθέσεις  avTar δὲ 
3 f A > , ξ 
χωρὶς ἐκείνων αὐταὶ καθ᾽ ἑαυτὰς ἔσονται, ὡς 
> 7+ ~ ᾿ , 
ὀνόματι TH οὐκ ἄνθρωπος χρώμεναι 

3 > ὦ \ ‘A , sy € a ἊΝ > 4 ~ 

Ed@’ ὅσων δὲ τὸ ἔστι μὴ ἁρμόττει, οἷον ἐπὶ TOU 
t 7 \ / ? A / 4 > 4 “ 

ὅ ὑγιαίνει καὶ βαδίζει, ἐπὶ τούτων τὸ αὐτὸ ποιεῖ 

, > 14 4 ἰρν 

οὕτω τιθέμενον ὡς ἂν εἰ τὸ ἔστι προσήπτετο, οἷον 
é ~ » ’ las v4 

ὑγιαίνει πᾶς ἄνθρωτος---οὐχ ὑγιαίνει πᾶς ἄνθρωπος, 
f “» , ~ > 

ὑγιαίνει πᾶς οὐκ ανθρωπος---οὐχ ὑγιαίνει πᾶς οὐκ 


1 προστεθέν B 





2 J give the text here as it stands But there should be 
some tables arranging all these eight propositions in the 
order we find in the Prior Analytics, 51 Ὁ 36 Hence the 
reference here to that text But, if tables there were in 
the Giceh at one time, they are no longer there And 
‘the statements diagonally jomed’ are no longer diigonally 
joined And in each case the four propositions are differ- 
ently arranged in the Greek from the order in the Prior 
«inalyties, as the reader will see from the following, that 
stand for the three missing schemes — 


1 
Man 1s just Man 1s not just 


Man is not not-just Man is not-just 
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There is no possibility here, in the same way as in the 
first case, that the statements diagonally jomed in the 
sche me should be both of them true None the less, 
the, may sometimes be so 

Ihus two pairs of opposed propositions have duly 
been set out above, and two otheis will follow, pro- 
vided 4 third term is added to ‘ not-man,’ regaided 
as some sort of subject — 


Affirmations Negations 
Not-man is Just Not-man is not just 
Not-man 1s not-just Not-man 1s not not-yust 


More purs of opposed propositions cannot be dis- 
covered than these But the last of these groups 
should be viewed as distinct from the two that pre- 
ecde it fiom 1ts having ‘ not-man ’ for a subject 4 
Where ‘1s’ does not suit as a verb and we use 
‘walks,’ ‘has health and the like, then the same 
sort of scheme 1s produced as we get, when the verb 
is’isused We have, for example, the following — 


Every mans healthy Every man 15 not healthy 
Every not-manis healthy Every not-man 1s not 
healthy 
Every man is just Not every man 1s just 
Not every man 1s not-just Every man 1s not-just, 
Not-man is just Not-man 1s not just 
Not-man 1s not not-just Not-man 1s not-just 


The diagonal lines in each scheme are intended, therefore, 
to connect the affirmations and denials respectively 


145 


ARISTOTLE 


20 a » 5 7 > 8 5 ~ Ψ θ 
ἄνθρωπος οὐ γάρ ἐστι τὸ οὐ πᾶς ἄνθρωπος 


id 
λεκτέον, ἀλλὰ τὸ οὐ, THY ἀπόφασιν, τῶ ἄνθρωπος 
θ / 4 \ ~ > A θόλ [4 
προσθετέον τὸ γὰρ πᾶς οὐ τὸ καθόλου σημαίνει, 
τὸ ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι καθόλου δῆλον δὲ ἐκ τοῦδε, ὕγιαινει 

, 3 
ἄνθρωπος---οὐχ ὑγιαίνει ἄνθρωπος, ὑγιαίνει οὐκ 
~ \ 
ἄνθρωπος---οὐχ ὑγιαίνει οὐκ ἄνθρωπος ταῦτα yap 
ἐκείνων διαφέρει τῶ μὴ καθόλου εἶναι ὥστε τὸ 
=~ \ 3 , 3 4 wv / Ἅ , 
πᾶς 1 οὐδείς οὐδὲν ἄλλο προσσημαίνει ἢ οτι 
/ o~ > "ἡ" 8 4 Ἅ 3 4 
καθόλου τοῦ ὀνόματος ὴ κατάφασιν ἢ ἀπόφασιν 
τὸ τὰ δὲ ἄλλα τὰ αὐτὰ δεῖ προστιθέναι 
3 \ \ 3 / 3 la ? 3 ~ , 3 4 
Ἐπεὶ δὲ ἐναντία ἀπόφασίς ἐστι TH ἅπαν ἐστὶ 
~ / ¢ / Ὁ 4 , % ~ 
ζῶον δίκαιον ἡ σημαίνουσα ὅτι οὐδέν ἐστι ζῶον 
“ ie 4 ‘ vd >] f 2 
δίκαιον, αὗται μὲν φανερὸν ὅτι οὐδέποτε ἔσονται 
, > “Ὁ 7 ’ > 4 cot 4 ~ ¢€ \ 9 
οὔτε ἀληθεῖς ἅμα οὔτε ἐπὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ, at δὲ ἀντι- 
κείμεναι ταύταις ἔσονταί ποτε, οἷον οὐ πᾶν ζῶον 
20 δίκαιον καὶ ἔστι τι ζῶον δίκαιον ἀκολουθοῦσι δὲ 
“Ὕ “" 4 ἴω , 3 la / 3 ¢ 
avTat, TH μὲν πᾶς avOpwios οὐ δίκαιός ἐστιν ἡ 
, f > , , ~ \ ” 
οὐδείς ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος δίκαιος, τῇ δὲ ἔστι Tis 
/ € 3 7 μὲ 3 ~ 4 
ἄνθρωπος δίκαιος ἡ ἀντικειμένη OTL οὐ πᾶς av- 
θ 7 3 ? δί 9 4 \ t: , 
ρωπός ἐστιν οὐ δίκαιος ἀνάγκη γὰρ εἶναί τινα 
8 Ἁ \ ὦ 2 N \ “~ 3 ; 
Φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι ἐπὶ μὲν τῶν καθ᾽ ἕκαστον, 
3 Ν ~ 
εἰ ἀληθὲς ἐρωτηθέντα ἀποφῆσαι, ὅτι καὶ κατα- 
~ > pathy 
25 φῆσαι ἀληθές οἷον apd ye Σωκράτης σοφός, οὔ 
S - ’ > f > ἡ ‘ ~ , 
wKparns apa ov σοφός ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν καθόλου 
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We must always beware in such cases of speaking of 
not every man” For the not’ must be added to 
man,’ since the subject is not a universal in virtue 

of having an ‘every,’ but the adjective ‘every’ 

indicates that the subject, as such, 1s distributed 

This will be seen from the following 


Man 15 healthy Man 1s not healthy 
Not-man 1s healthy Not-man 1s not healthy 


These differ from the former propositions on account 
of their being indefinite and not universal in form 
Thus the adjectives ‘ every and‘no signify nothing 
more than the fact, be the statement affirmative or 
negative, that the subject itself is distributed The 
rest of the statement will, therefore, remain 1m all 
cases unchanged 
Every animal is just’ has for contrary the state- 
ment ‘ no animalis just’, 1t1s clear, then, these two 
propositions can never hold good of one subject nor 
ever together be true But their two contradictories 
will sometimes turn out to be both of them true 
Thatis, not every animalis just’ and ‘ some animals 
are just are both true Then from ἡ every man 1s 
not-just ’ there follows the statement that ‘no man 
15 Just’, “not evely man 1s not-just,’ 1ts opposite, 
follows from “some men aie just’ For there must, 
indeed, be some just men 
When the subject 15 individual, proyided a question 
is asked and the negative answer is true, then a cer- 
tain affirmative statement must also manifestly be 
true Take the question ‘Is Socrates wise*’ Let 
the negative answer be true ‘Socrates then 1s un- 
wise ' can at once be correctly inferred In the case 
of universals, however, not a similar but a negative 
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20 
* οὐκ ἀληθὴς ἡ ὁμοίως λεγομένη, ἀληθὴς δὲ ἡ 


ἀπόφασις, οἷον apa γε πᾶς ἄνθρωπος σοφός, οὔ 
πᾶς dpa ἄνθρωπος οὐ σοφός τοῦτο γὰρ ψεῦδος 
86. ἀλλὰ τὸ οὐ τᾶς dpa ἄνθρωπος σοφός ἀληθές 
αὐτὴ δέ ἐστιν ἡ ἀντικειμένη, ἐκείνη δὲ ἡ ἐναντία 
Αἱ δὲ κατὰ τὰ ἀόριστα ἀντικείμεναι ὀνόματα καὶ 
ῥήματα, οἷον ἐπὶ τοῦ μὴ ἄνθρωπος καὶ μὴ δίκαιος, 
ὥσπερ ἀποφάσεις ἄνευ or oparos καὶ ῥήματος 
δόξειαν ἂν εἶναι οὐκ εἰσὶ δέ ἀεὶ γὰρ ἀληθεύειν 
8. ἀνάγκη ἡ ψεύδεσθαι τὴν ἀπόφασιν, ὁ δ᾽ εἰπὼν 
οὐκ ἄνθρωπος οὐδὲν μᾶλλον τοῦ εἰπόντος ἄνθρωπος 
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἤττον ἠλήθευκέ τι ἡ ἔψευσται, ἐὰν μήτι 
προστεθῆ σημαίνει δὲ τὸ ἔστι πᾶς οὐκ- -ἄνθρωπος 
δίκαιος οὐδεμιᾷ ἐκείνων ταὐτόν, οὐδὲ ἡ ἀντικειμένη 
ταύτη ἡ οὐκ ἔστι πᾶς οὐκ-ἄνθρωπος δίκαιος τὸ 
δὲ πᾶς οὐ δίκαιος οὐκ ἄνθρωπος τῶ οὐδεὶς δίκαιος 
4“ οὐκ αἵθρωπος ταὐτὸν σημαίνει 
200 Λί]ετατιθέμενα δὲ τὰ ὀνόματα καὶ τὰ ῥήματα 
ταὐτὸν σημαίνει, οἷον ἔστι λευκὸς ἄνθρωπος, ἔστιν 
ἄνθρωπος λευκός εἰ γὰρ μὴ τοῦτό ἐστι, τοῦ 
αὐτοῦ πλείους ἔσονται ἀποφάσεις ἀλλ᾽ ἐδέδεικτο 
ὅτι μία μιᾶς τοῦ μὲν γὰρ ἔστι λευκὸς ἄνθρωπος 
5 ἀπόφασις τὸ οὐκ ἔστι λευκὸς άιθρωπος τοῦ δὲ 
ἐστιν ἄνθρωπος λευκός, εἰ μὴ ἡ αὐτή ἐστι TH ἔστι 
λευκὸς ἄνθρωπος, ἔσται πόφασις ἤτοι τὸ οὐκ 
ἔστιν οὐκ ἄνθρωπος Nee ἢ τὸ οὐκ ἔστιν αν- 





“ Meaning, of the positive answer to the question as 
opposed to the negative 
ὃ That is man’s regarded in both as constituting the 
grammatical subject, the inversion being purely rhetorical ° 
The order of words would, however, depend an a definite 
context on the primary znterest of the speaher It depends 
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inference would rather appear to be true If the 
negative answ ΟἹ 15 true to the question ἡ Is every man 
wise ’’ to infer that ‘ every man is unwise’ would, 
in those circumstances, be talse, and “ not every man 
is wise’ 31s correct The latter 1s the contradictory 
and the former the contrary statement @ 

Indefimte picdicatcs and nouns, such, for instance, 
as ‘not-man,’ ‘ not-just,’ might appeai to be actual 
neg itions without any noun any verb, as those terms 
are more properly used This, however, is not 1eally 
so Of necessity every negation must either be true 
οι be false, and whoever says not-man, for mstance, 
piovided that nothing 1s added, is speaking not more 
but less truly οἱ falsely than he who says ‘man’ 
‘Every not-man is just 1s a statement, which 1s not 
in its meaning equivalent to any proposition we 
mentioned nor jet 15 its contradictory οἱ ἡ not every 
not-man 15 just’ “ Every not-man is not just,’ how- 
cyer, amounts to the same thing as saying that 

nothing that 1s not man 1s just ’ 

You can tianspose the subject and piedicate No 
change in the meaning, howeve1, of the sentence 
is thereby involved ‘Thus we say ‘man is white,’ 
‘white is man’® For, if these did not mean the 
same thing, we should have more negations than one 
cor: esponding to the sameaffiimation Butweshowed 
there was one and one only Of ‘man 1s white,’ 
thit is to say, the negation 15 ‘man 1s not white,’ 
and of ‘ white 1s man,’ 1f we suppose that it differs 
im some way im sense, ‘ white 1s not man’ or white 


on his enterest whether he will say in a definite context, 
‘ So-and-so 1s Prime Minister of England ’ or will put 1t the 
other way round But to go into such points would 1aise 
the whole question of Aristotle’s logic, its character and 
actual relation to conciete and live human thinking 
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20 


ARISTOTLE 


" Opcoros λευκός ἀλλ᾽ ἡ ἑτέρα μν ἐστιν ἀπόδλασις 
τοῦ ἔστιν οὐκ ἄνθρωπος λευκός ἡ ἑτέρα δὲ τοῦ 


ιο ἔστι λευκὸς ἄνθρωπος, ὥστε ἔσονται δύο μιᾶς 


ἴω ~ 3 ~ 
ὅτι μὲν οὖν μετατιθεμένου τοῦ ὀνόματος Kal τοῦ 
\ 
ῥήματος ἡ αὐτὴ γίνεται κατάφασις Kal ἀπόφασις, 
δῆλον 


XI Τὸ δὲ ἕν κατὰ πολλῶν ἡ πολλὰ καθ᾽ ἑνὸς 


᾽ \ 3 / 3\ \ ¢ “a ‘ 3 “ 
1b καταφάναι ἡ ἀποφάναι, cay μὴ ἐν τι TO ἐκ τῶν 


πολλῶν δηλούμενον, ο οὐκ έστι κατάφασις μία οὐδὲ 
ἀπόφασις λέγω δὲ ἕν οὐκ ἐὰν ὄνομα ἕν ἡ κεί- 
μενον, μὴ ἢ δὲ ἐν τι ἐξ ἐκεύων, οἷον ὃ ἄνθρωπος 
’ 2 4 \ o~ \ ,ὔ \ σ 3 \ 
lows ἐστὶ καὶ ζῶον καὶ δίπουν Kat ἥμερον, ἀλλὰ 
καὶ ἐν τι γίνεται ἐκ τούτων ἐκ δὲ τοῦ λευκοῦ 
‘ -““ᾳ «3 f \ ~ é 5 @ {2 
καὶ τοῦ ἀιθρώπου καὶ τοῦ βαδίζειν οὐχ ἕν ὥστε 


"5. ON “ ‘ 7 / , 
20 OUT εν εν TL KATA τούτων καταφήση TLS μια 


το 
ix 


κατάφασις, ἀλλὰ φωνὴ μὲν pia καταφάσεις δὲ 
,ὔ , 2A 4 o > > ε ) 
πολλαί, οὔτε ἐὰν καθ᾽ ἑνὸς ταῦτα, ἀλλ᾽ ὁμοίως 
πολλαί 
> > ¢ 698 + ς A 3 ,ὔ , 

Ei οὖν ἡ ἐρώτησις ἡ διαλεκτωκὴ ἀποκρίσεώς 
ἐστιν αἴτησις, ἡ τῆς προτάσεως ἢ ἢ θατέρου μορίου 
τῆς ἀντιφάσεως, ἡ δὲ πρότασις ἀντιφάσεως μιᾶς 
μόριον, οὐκ ἂν εἴη ἀπόκρισις μία πρὸς ταῦτα 

0. ἊΝ ‘ ς 3 7 ’ 50. 
οὐδὲ γὰρ ἡ ἐρώτησις μία, οὐὸ ἐὰν 4 ἀληθής 
εἴρηται. δὲ ἐν τοῖς Τοπικοῖς περὶ αὐτῶν apa δὲ 
δῆλον ὅ ὅτι οὐδὲ τὸ τί ἐστιν ἐρώτησίς ἐστι διαλεκτι- 
κή δεῖ γὰρ δεδόσθαι ἐκ τῆς ἐρωτήσεως ἑλέσθαι 
ὁπότερον βούλεται τῆς ἀντιφάσεως μόριον ἀπο- 
φήιασθαι ἀλλὰ δεῖ τὸν ἐρωτῶντα προσδιορίσαι 
πότερον τόδε ἐστὶν 6 ἄνθρωπος ἢ οὐ τοῦτο 

3 a 

Ἐπεὶ δὲ τὰ μὲν κατηγορεῖται συντιθέμενα, ὡς 





παααπασσοοννσα 
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is not not-min Tor the former negates ‘man 1s 
white,’ and the latter negates ‘ white 1s not-man ἡ 
There will, therefore, be two contradictornies of one 
and the same iffirmation To transpose the subject 
and prcdic ite, therefore, makes no alteration in the 
sense ot affirmations and denials 

XI 4 proposition 1s not one but several that 
predicates one thing of many or many of one and the 
same m a positive or negative mannei, unless what 
the many denote, in realitv, 15 only one thing Iam 
not using ‘ one’ of such things as do not, although 
having one name, coalesce into one total umty Man 
is anim1l, biped, domesticated these coalesce into 
one, whereas ὁ white,’ ‘man’ and‘ walking’ do not 
Should we predicate these of one subject or affirm 
a single predicate of them, the resulting proposition 
would be single in no sense except the hnguistic 

If, then, the dialectical question consists in 
requesting an answer—the granting, that 1s, of 
a premiss or of one out of two contiadictories (such 
as each premiss itself is)—the answer to any such 
question as contains the aforementioned predicates 
cannot be one proposition Though the answer 
sought for may be true, yet the question 1s not one 
but several But this I explained in my Topices* At 
the same time the question what is it?’ 1s not a 
dialectical question And this will be clear from the 
fact that the question ought so to be framed as to 
give the respondent the chance to enunciate which- 
ever he pleases of two contradictory answers The 
question must be made more specific, inquiring, for 
example, whether man has or has not some definite 
quality 

In certain combinations of predicates we find that 
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20 b a δ “Ὁ / os 8 f 
ἕν TO πᾶν κατηγόρημα THY χωρὶς κατηγορουμένων, 
4 3 v f ξ f Ν Ἁ m 5 } 
τὰ δ᾽ οὔ, τίς ἡ διαφορά, κατὰ γὰρ τοῦ ἀνθρώπου 
ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν καὶ χωρὶς ζῶον καὶ χωρὶς δίπουν, 
“A \ 
8. καὶ ταῦτα ws έν, Kal ἄνθρωπον καὶ λευκόν, καὶ 
Af ξ ’ 3 3 , , 2 ‘ \ 5 ,ὔ 
ταῦθ᾽ ὡς ἐν add’ οὐχί, εἰ σκυτεὺς καὶ ἀγαθός, 
᾿ ee) , ? ͵ , ς- ἡ > - 
καὶ σκυτεὺς ἀγαθός εἰ γάρ, ὅτι ἑκάτερον ἀληθές, 
> ral 4 4 4 \ \ os» 7 
εἶναι δεῖ καὶ τὸ συνάμφω, πολλὰ καὶ ἄτοπα ἔσται 
\ ἢ es: VS / ‘ ἊΝ > \ 
κατὰ yap τοῦ ἀνθρώτου καὶ τὸ ἄνθρωπος ἀληθὲς 
καὶ τὸ λευκόν, ὥστε καὶ τὸ ἅπαν πάλιν εἰ τὸ 
40 λευκὸν αὐτό, καὶ τὸ ἅπαν, ὥστε ἔσται ἄνθρωπος 
21a λευκὸς λευκός, καὶ τοῦτο εἰς ἄπειρον καὶ πάλιν 
g 4 7 ἉᾺ “~ , 
μουσικὸς λευκὸς βαδίζων καὶ ταῦτα πολλάκις 
λ , 1 "» eS ) τ' , ἢ 
πεπλεγμένα ἔτι εἰ O Σωκράτης Σωκράτης καὶ 
\ 
ἄνθρωπος, καὶ Σωκράτης ἄνθρωπος 5 καὶ ef 
3, ‘\ δύ \ ’ θ / 8 
δ ἄνθρωπος καὶ δίπους, καὶ ἄνθρωπος δίπους 
‘Ort μὲν οὖν et τις ἁπλῶς φήσει τὰς συμπλοκὰς 
t \ ͵ ͵ ; se 
γίνεσθαι, πολλὰ συμβαίνει λέγειν aroma, δῆλον 
ὅπως δὲ θετέον, λέγομεν νῦν 
~ > ἊΝ A 
Τῶν δὴ κατηγορουμένων, καὶ ἐφ᾽ οἷς κατηγορεῖ- 
10 σθαι συμβαίνει, ὅσα μὲν λέγεται κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς 
~ a \ ~ 
ἡ κατὰ τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἡ θάτερον κατὰ θατέρου, ταῦτα 
οὐκ ἔσται ἕν, οἷον ἄνθρωπος λευκός ἐστι καὶ 
la "λλ᾽ > ὁ \ x 1 ᾿ \ , 
μουσικός, ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ Ev τὸ λευκὸν Kal TO μουσικόν 
? ‘ ΝΜ) ~ 9 font 0.5 > ἢ 
συμβεβηκότα γὰρ ἄμφω τῶ αὐτῶ οὐδ᾽ εἰ τὸ 
\ ~ 
λευκὸν μουσικὸν ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν, ὅμως οὐκ ἔσται 
A \ er 
τὸ μουσικὸν λευκὸν ἕν Te κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς yap 


1 B adds εἰς ἄπειρον 
2 καὶ Dwraparys Lwaparys ἀνθρωπος B 
8. καὶ ἄνθρωπος ἀεθρωπος δίπους B 
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the sepirate predicites fuse themselves into one 
predicite , im others, agun, they do not How, we 
ish, does this difftrence arise * We can eithei use 
ἔν o propositions and state, first, that man is in 
animal, secondly , that man 1s a biped, or, combining 
the two into one, state that man 1s a two-footed 
ammal So we may use‘ man’ and‘ white’ This 1s 
nut so with ‘ cobbler’ and ‘ good’ Though a man 1s 
a cobbler and good, yet we cannot combine them 
together and pronounce him also ‘a good cobble: ’ 
For 1f we can say that, whenever both predicates, 
separately tiken arc truly affirmed of one subject, 
toth also, when taken together, are truly affirmed of 
that subject, then many absurdities follow A man 
13amanandis white He will, therefore, be also a 
white man And,if heis white then 1t follows the 
composite also is white, which will give us ‘a white, 
white man,’ and so we go on to infinity Take 
musical,’ “walking ἡ and‘, Inte’ these may all be 
combined many times And of Sociates, too, we may 
siy hes Socrites, ‘he is a man,’ and 1s, therefore, 
the man Socrates We may call him a man and a 
biped and, therefore, a two-footed man 
lo maintain, then, that predicates can always be 
eumbmed without any exception leads clearly to 
many absurdities Let us, then, state the real case 
Predicates, 1f accidental to the subject or one to 
the other, do not coalesce into one We may say 
‘man 15. musical and white Being musical and 
whiteness, however, do not coalesce into one, being 
both aceidental to the subject Nor, even if every- 
thing white could be truly said to be musical, would 
‘musical’ and ‘white’ form a unity, for only, in- 
deed, incidentally 1s that which 1s musical white 
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21 a 4 4 / [2 % 9 & a 
1 τὸ μουσικὸν λευκόν, ὥστε οὐκ ἔσται TO λευκὸν 


4 e ἃ 4." \i2 ¢€ AG > a 
μουσικὸν ev τι διὸ οὐδ᾽ σκυτεὺς, ἁπλῶς ἀγαθός, 
»- 4 
ἀλλὰ ζῶον δίπουν od yap κατὰ συμβεβηκός 
no 3 3 [2 " ? >] ~ ¢ fa ὃ A ETA 
Ere οὐδ᾽ ὅσα ἐνυπάρχει ἐν τῷ ἑτέρω LO οὔτε 
7 Ά λλ ᾽ 7 ξ 4 θ ᾽ θ 
τὸ λευκὸν πολλάκις οὐτε ὁ ἄνθρωπος ἀνθρωπος 
ζῶόν ἐστιν ἡ δίπουν ἐνυπάρχει γὰρ ἐν τῶ ἀνθρώπω 
Ἁ " 4 \ ? 3 Ἁ i > 3 “a 
τὸ ζῶον καὶ τὸ δίπουν ἀληθὲς δέ ἐστιν εἰπεῖν 
οὐ κατὰ τοῦ τινὸς καὶ ἁπλῶς, οἵον τὸν τινὰ ἄνθρωπον 
ΕἾ Ἁ A 4 4 » ” 
ἄνθρωπον ἡ Tov τινὰ λευκὸν ἄνθρωπον ἄνθρωπον 
) $ > 4 ? > > [2 4 >] »- 
λευκόν οὐκ ἀεὶ δέ, ἀλλ᾽ ὅταν μὲν ἐν τῶ προσκει- 
μένω τῶν ἀντικειμένων τι ἐνυπάρχη ὦ ἐἔπεται 
Α 3 -- “a 
ἀντίφασις, οὐκ ἀληθὲς ἀλλὰ ψεῦδος, otov τὸν 
~ ? “~ 
τεθνεῶτα ἄνθρωπον ἄνθρωπον εἰπεῖν, ὅταν δὲ μὴ 
4 7 > ? 4 [χὰ A 3 f > A 5 
ἐνυπάρχη, ἀληθές 7 ὅταν μὲν ἐνυπάρχη, ἀεὶ οὐκ 
a , Lyd 4 s 3 7 9 > } 9 oa 
2 ἀληθές, ὅταν δὲ μὴ ἐνυπάρχη, οὐκ ἀεὶ ἀληθές, 
ὥσπερ Ὅμηρός ἐστί τι, otov ποιητής ἄρ᾽ οὖν 
\ 4 
Kal ἔστιν, ἢ οὔ, κατὰ συμβεβηκὸς yap κατ- 
-Ν ~ 4 yp 
nyopetrat τοῦ ὋὍμήρου τὸ ἔστιν ὅτι γὰρ ποιητής 
3 ~ ~ 
ἐστιν, ἀλλ᾽ od καθ᾽ αὑτό, κατηγορεῖται κατὰ τοῦ 
Α ,ὔ 
Ὁμήρου τὸ ἔστιν 
Ψ 3 iva / ᾽ 3 7 
8 Ὥστε ἐν ὅσαις κατηγορίαις μήτε ἐναντιότης 
ἘΣ > , 
ένεστιν, ἐὰν λόγοι ἀντ᾽ ὀνομάτων λέγωνται, Kat 
aw 4 ‘ 
καθ᾽ ἑαυτὰ κατηγορῆται Kal μὴ κατὰ συμβεβηκός, 


1 9 σκυτεὺς B 








@ Otherwise, in the sense of existence For the word ‘is’ 
expresses ἡ exists ’ in addition to being the copula 
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And so beg musical and whitencss will not coalesce 
ito one It ἃ man is both good and a cobbler, we 
cinnot combine the two terms and thus ¢ill him also 
‘a wood cobbler’ But we can combine ‘ animal ’ 
ind biped and call man a two-footed animal, for 
these terms are not accidental 

Agim predicates cannot form one, of which 
une 1, impled in the other So we cannot com- 
bine ‘white’ repeatedly with that which already 
contains it or call a man animal-man, for example, 
or two-fouted man That 1s, ‘animal’ and ‘ biped 
uc notions ale idy imphctin man’ But we cer- 
tunly can use 1 predicate simply of one single case, 
saying this or that man 1s a man, a particular white 
min a whitc man Not always is this so, ον θυ οὶ 
When we find in the adjunct some opposite such as 
implies contiadictories, we then should speak falsely, 
not truly, in making the simple predication, as in 
calling a dead man aman Where there 1s, on the 
contrai\v, no opposite, the simple predication will be 
tiuc Οὐ we might iather put the case thus For, 
supposing that there 1s an opposite we cannot make 
the simple predication , where, howevei, there 1s no 
such opposite, we still cannot always do so For 
cximple, tahe Homer 1s something "--- a poet’ will 
dv for our purpose But can we say also ‘he zs’? 
Or will that be inconecth mferred? ‘Is’ was used 
mnadentally here Fox our statement was he 15 a 
poet, and ‘is’ was not predicated of him in the sub- 
stantive sense of the word @ 

Therefore, in those predications having no contia- 
diction inherent, if nouns are replaced by definitions 
and the predicates are not accidental, belonging to 
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> ἢ ᾿ x A \ ¢ “~ > \ 3, > ~ 
ἐπὶ τούτων TO τὶ Kal ἁπλῶς ἀληθὲς ἔσται εἰπεῖν 
Αἱ \ % Δ v f > 3 Ά > “a ? 
τὸ δὲ μὴ ὄν, ὅτι δοξαστόν, οὐκ ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν dv 
f % » Ὡ-ο 5 ‘4 / ” 3 > ? 
τι δόξα yap αὐτοῦ οὐκ ἔστιν ὅτι ἔστιν, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι 
οὐκ ἐστιν 
XII Τούτων δὲ διωρισμένων σκεπτέον ὅπως 
? € 3 - 4 7 \ > / 
ἔχουσιν ai ἀποφάσεις Kal καταφάσεις πρὸς ἀλλήλας 
αἱ τοῦ δυνατὸν εἶναι καὶ μὴ δυνατὸν καὶ ἐνδεχόμενον 
καὶ μὴ ἐνδεχόμενον, καὶ περὶ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου τε 
> 
καὶ ἀναγκαίου ἐχει yap ἀπορίας τινάς εἰ yap 
τῶν συμπλεκομένων αὗται ἀλλήλαις ἀντίκεωαται 
ἀντιφάσεις, ὅσαι κατὰ τὸ εἶναι καὶ μὴ εἶναι τάτ- 
τονται, οἷον τοῦ εἶναι ἄνθρωπον ἀπόφασις τὸ μὴ 
o , “» 
εἶναι ἄνθρωπον, οὐ τὸ εἴναι μὴ ἄνθρωπον, καὶ τοῦ 
εἶναι λευκὸν ἄνθρωπον τὸ μὴ εἶναι λευκὸν ἀνθρω- 
53 3 1 4 \ \ , > 
πον, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τὸ εἶναι μὴ λευκὸν ἀνθρωπον εἰ 
‘ ξ > 
yap κατὰ παντὸς ἡ κατάφασις ἡ ἡ ἀπόφασις, τὸ 
ξύλον ἔσται ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν εἶναι μὴ λευκὸν ἄν- 
θρωπον εἰ δὲ τοῦτο οὕτως, καὶ ὅσοις τὸ εἶναι 
x \ ~ ox 
μὴ προστίθεται, TO αὐτὸ ποιήσει TO ἀντὶ TOD εἶναι 
λεγόμενον, οἵον τοῦ ἄνθρωπος βαδίζει οὐ τὸ οὐκ 
/ θ δί 3 7 ͵ LAAG \ 5 
ἄνθρωπος βαδίζει ἀπόφασις ἔσται, ἀλλὰ τὸ οὐ 
/ “ Qi \ 7 > ~ 
βαδίζει ἀνθρωπὸς οὐδὲν yap διαφέρει εἰπεῖν 
ἄνθρωπον βαδίζειν ἡ ἄνθρωπον βαδίζοντα εἶναι 
ὥστε εἰ οὕτως πανταχοῦ, καὶ τοῦ δυνατὸν εἶναι 
3 ὔ 3) 4 \ A >s 3 3 > A 
ἀπόφασις ἔσται τὸ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τὸ 
μὴ δυνατὸν εἴναι 
“A \ \ > 4 f \ oe A A 
Δοκεῖ δὲ τὸ αὐτὸ δύνασθαι καὶ eat καὶ μὴ 
~ \ \ A f \ / 
εἶναι πᾶν yap τὸ δυνατὸν τέμνεσθαι ἡ βαδίζειν 





ἃ ΦἊ log 15 ἃ white man’s false the contradictory, then, 
must be true, or ‘a log is a not-white man,’ provided that 
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the things in themselves, the mdividual may well 
be the subject aso of the simple propositions As, 
however for thit which is zoZ, it is not true to say it 
is’? somewhit, because 1t 1s matter of opmion The 

opinion about it 1s not that itis , 1t 1s that 1t 1s not 

MIT Having made the foregoing distinctions, we 
must prove the relations subsisting between affirma- 
tions and denials affirmmg or denying the possible, 
contingent impossible, necessary—-a question not 
wanting in difhculty Grant that those composite 
expressions contaiing the verbs ‘1s’ and ‘1s not’ 
aie mutually contradictory Take, ἔοι example, 

manis’, ‘manus not’ 1s the true contradictory — 

not be it noted, ‘not-man is Or take ‘man 1s 
white , then we have man is not white, and zot 
“man 15 not-whitc’ Fou, were this not so, inasmuch 
as the affirmative οἱ negative statement 15 true of all 
subjects whatever, 1t would piove to be true to affirm 
that “ἃ log is a not-w hite man ’ 4 

All this may be 1eadily granted, but what of those 
numeious statements that do not contain ‘is’ or 1s 
not some othe: νοὶ taking its place ἢ If the views 
just expressed are correct, thcn the latte: performs 
the same function ‘ Van walks’ has foi contradic- 
tory, m consequence, ‘man does not walk’ And to 
say that ‘not-man walhks’is wrong For the two pro- 
positions, man walks,’ “maniswalhing, mean just the 
same thing Now, if all this 1s always the case, 1t 
apphes to ‘1t may be’ as well Not ‘it cannot be’ 
but ‘1t may not-be ‘1s, therefore, 1ts true contradictory 

However, 1t certainly seems that the same thing 
may be and not be Thus, for instance, whatever 


the statement ‘man 1s white’ could have ‘ man 15 not- 
white ’ for contradictory 
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21 ὃ 
καὶ μὴ βαδίζειν καὶ μὴ τέμνεσθαι δυνατόν λόγος 


1) δέ, ὅτι ἅπαν τὸ οὕτω δυνατὸν οὐκ ἀεὶ ἐνεργεῖ, 
ὥστε ὑπάρξει αὐτῶ καὶ ἡ ἀπόφασις δύναται γὰρ 
καὶ μὴ βαδίζειν τὸ βαδιστικὸν καὶ μὴ ὁρᾶσθαι τὸ 

/ 
ὁρατόν 
Fon ~ / 
᾿Αλλὰ μὴν ἀδύνατον κατὰ τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἀληθεύεσθαι 
~ ‘ 
τὰς ἀντικειμένας φάσεις οὐκ ἄρα τοῦ δυνατὸν 
εἶναι ἀπόφασίς ἐστι τὸ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι συμ- 

20 βαίνει γὰρ ἐκ τούτων ἢ τὸ αὐτὸ φάναι καὶ ἀπο- 
φάναι Cyc καὶ κατὰ τοῦ αὐτοῦ, ὴ μὴ κατὰ τὸ 
εἶναι καὶ μὴ εἶναι τὰ προστιθέμενα γίνεσθαι φάσεις 
καὶ ἀποφάσεις εἰ οὖν ἐκεῖνο ἀδύνατον, τοῦτ᾽ ἂν 
εἴη αἱρετόν 

” ow > + ~ \ εν ‘ \ 
ἔστιν dpa ἀπόφασις τοῦ δυνατὸν εἶναι τὸ μὴ 

“- \ o 

δυνατὸν εἶναι ὁ 8 αὐτὸς λόγος καὶ περὶ τοῦ 

25 ἐνδεχόμενον εἶναι. καὶ γὰρ τούτου ἀπόφασις τὸ 

> 4 ~ 
μὴ ἐνδεχόμενον εἶαι καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
~ \ / 
δὲ ὁμοιοτρόπως, οἷον ἀναγκαίου τε καὶ ἀδυνάτου 
7 2 Be \ 
γίνεται yap ὥσπερ ἐπ᾽ ἐκείνων TO εἴναι καὶ TO 
i) , / 
μὴ εἶναι προσθέσεις, τὰ δ᾽ ὑποκείμενα πράγματα 
3 ~ 
τὸ μὲν λευκὸν τὸ δ᾽ ἄνθρωπος, οὕτως ἐνταῦθα τὸ 
ἐν εἶναι καὶ μὴ εἶναι ὡς ὑποκείμενον γίνεται, τὸ 
Ἀ / \ 4 3 ? 7 
80 δὲ δύνασθαι καὶ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι προσθέσεις δι- 
, Cf > 3 4 
ορίζουσαι, ὥσπερ ἐπ᾽ exeivwy τὸ εἶναι καὶ μὴ 
Ἂν 4 3 \ ‘\ \ “ ε 7 - > i 
εἶναι TO ἀληθὲς Kat τὸ ψεῦδος, ὁμοίως αὗται ἐπὶ 
~ LY A 
τοῦ εἶναι δυνατὸν Kat εἶναι od δυνατόν 
on \ A Ἁ > 3 7 ? s +] 
Τοῦ δὲ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι ἀπόφασις οὐ τὸ οὐ 
{ > 9 4 \ 3 ἢ 4 Φ \ 
δυνατὸν εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τὸ οὐ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι, Kal 
8η ~ ὃ 4 > > 4 ὃ x & th LAAG 
irod δυνατὸν εἶναι οὐ τὸ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ 
\ Ἁ \ % 41 3 “a * f 
τὸ μὴ δυνατὸν εἶναι διὸ Kal ἀκολουθεῖν ἂν δόξειαν 





δ ἜΝ has called these ‘ intermittent realities ’ (Aristotle, 
p 128 
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miy walk or be cut may not walk or be cut And 
the reason for this 1s that such things as are in this 
minncr potentril do not at all times energize * Both 
the positive and negative statements will, therefore, 
be true i such cases Tor that which may walk or 
be secn may, per contra not walk nor be seen 

None the less, contiadicto1y statements can never 
be true of one subject And so we conclude that ‘ 1t 
may be’ has not, after all, ‘1t may not be’ by way of 
its proper negation For 1t follows from our previous 
statements that we can at one time of one subject 
affim ind deny the same predicate or it 1s not, in 
reality the adding the veib is’ οἵ ‘1s not’ that 
makes an affirmation or denial The former posi- 
tion 1s impossible , the latter must thus be adopted 

It cannot be,’ not ‘it may not be,’ 1s, therefore, 

the prope: negation With ‘it is contingent it 
should be’ we deal in a similar manner, its true con- 
tiadictory being ‘1t 1s not contingent 1t should be’ 
So, too, with the lke propositions, ‘1t 1s necessary,’ 
‘yt 1s umpossible ’ As in the earlie: instances ‘1s’ 
ind “is not’ have been added to the underlymg 
things, so to speakh—otheiwise, the two terms, 
‘white ᾿ and “man ’—so in these ‘1t should be,’ ‘ 1t 
should not be,’ are viewed as the things underlying, 
to which thereupon have been added ‘1s possible ’ and 
‘1s contingent, additions denoting that something 1s 
possible or 1s not possible, just as the ‘1s’ or the ‘is 
not ’ denoted in the earlier cases that something was 
tLue or was not 

lhe contradictory, then, of “τὸ may be 1s ‘it 
cannot be,’ not ‘it may not be,’ of which the contra- 
dicto1y}, in turn, is ‘ 1t cannot not be,’ not ‘ 1t cannot 
be’ Soon these giounds it appears that ‘it may be’ 
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1 ὃ 
ἀλλήλαις αἵ τοῦ δυνατὸν εἶναι καὶ δυνατὸν μὴ 


> Ἁ 4 ° 4 & > 4 ᾿ > 
elias τὸ yap αὐτὸ δυνατὸν εἶναι Kal μὴ εἶναι 
~ { A 
od yap ἀντιφάσεις ἀλλήλων at τοιαῦται, TO δυνατὸν 
4 ~ Ἁ 4 \ 
εἶναι καὶ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι ἀλλὰ τὸ δυνατὸν 
ῳ ᾿ ‘ 4 ~ 5. 7 ee ™ 3 ~ 
@aciar καὶ μὴ δυνατὸν ewat οὐδέποτε ἐπὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ 
id 3 i 4 f ’ +] ? \ 
ἅμα ἀληθεύονται ἀντίκεινται γάρ οὐδέ ye τὸ 
Α Ἁ > 4 > 4 \ ee 0 / 
δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι καὶ οὐ δυνατὸν μὴ εἰναι οὐδέποτε 
f + AN ~ 3 A 2 
apa ἐπὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ ὀληθεύονται 
@ , ἃ 4 ~ 3 ~ Ὁ 3 ’ 
Ομοίως δὲ καὶ τοῦ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι ἀπόφασις 
3 3 9 - \ “ 5 x \ A > ~ 
500 TO ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὴ ἀναγκαῖον 
ie ~ > a \ ἊΝ A X > ~ 
εἶναι τοῦ δὲ ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι TO μὴ ἀναγκαῖον 
᾿ S Ἁ ~ 3 / εν Σ 4 3 ra 
μὴ erat καὶ τοῦ ἀδύιατον εἶναι οὐ τὸ ἀδύνατον 
A “ ἰλλὰ A \ 3 ’ > ~ δὲ 3 
μὴ ear, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὴ ἀδύνατον εἶναι τοῦ δὲ a- 
2 / \ > A 2 5 4 \ > 
δύνατον μὴ εἶναι TO οὐκ ἀδύνατον μὴ εἶναι 
a f / 4 f \ 4 εν 
Kat καθόλου δέ, ὥσπερ είρηται, τὸ μὲν εἶναι 
\ } > a ? ξ ‘ ς , , 
τὸ καὶ μὴ εἶναι δεῖ τιθέναι ὡς τὰ ὑποκείμενα, κατά- 
4 ‘ 5 ~ “ ‘ 
ῴφσσιν δὲ Kat ἀπόφασιν ταῦτα ποιοῦντα πρὸς TO 
> ‘ ‘ i” / ‘ , , 
εἶναι καὶ μὴ εἶναι συντάττεινν καὶ ταύτας οἴεσθαι 
Ν > Ν 3 ? / 4 ? 
χρὴ εἶναι Tas ἀντικειμένας φάσεις, δυνατόν---οὐ 
ὃ / > ὃ / 3 3 ὃ / LO ; 
υνατόν, ἐνδεχόμενον---οὐκ ἐνδεχόμενον, ἀδύνατον 
5 3 é 3 ιν +) > “΄-" 9 7 
-οοὐκ ἀδύνατον, ἀναγκαῖον---οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον, ἀληθές 
-οαὐκ ἀληθές 
rN € 5 
ΧΠῚ Kat at ἀκολουθήσεις δὲ κατὰ λόγον yivov- 
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implics ‘it may not be, as also the latter the former 
These stitements not being contradictory , the same 
thing παν be and may not be ‘It may be,’ however, 
‘at cannot be, being contradictoiy statements, can 
never be both of them true of one subject at any one 
time 4nd the same may be sud of the statements 
“it cannot not be,’ “it may not be 

Propositions concerning necessity are subject to 
similar rules—‘ it is necessary that it should be,’ it 
is necessary that it should not be’ ‘ Not necessary 
that 1t should be’ will piovide the negation of the 
former not “necessary that it should not be’ We 
have, again, taking the latter, ‘not necessary that 
it should not be So also with ᾿χ 1s impossible that 1t 
should be or should not be’ Not impossible that 
it should be ’ constitutes the denial of the former, not 
‘impossible that τὸ should not be’, ‘not umpossible 
that 1t should not be’ the prope: denial of the latter 

Speaking gencrally, then, 1s we said we must take 
as the things underlying all such propositions as 
these ‘ that it should be ’ and ‘ that 1t should not be’ 
and add one or other of these, would we τὸ 
affirmations or demals of those other terms that we 
mentioned, of * pussible,’ ‘ contingent and so on 

The follow ing pairs must be 1echoned as five con- 
tradictory pairs — 


It may be It cannot be 

It 1s contingent It 1s not contingent 
It 1s umpossible It τὸ not impossible 
It is necessary It is not necessary 
It 15 true It 1s not true 


ἈΠ From these affiimations and negations set 
out in the foregoing manne: certain consequences 
logically follow 
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y ? “" Α \ ‘ 4 
15 ται οὕτω τιθεμένοις TH μὲν yap δυνατὸν εἶναι τὸ 


8 ~ ‘ 
20 ἐνδεχόμενον εἶναι τὸ ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι Kal τὸ 


30 


5 2 4 ~ 3 , > LA 
ἐνδέχεσθαι εἷναι, καὶ τοῦτο ἐκείνω ἀντιστρέφει, 
a A % 3 f > \ 4 4 2 ~ 
καὶ TO μὴ ἀδύνατον εἶναι Kal TO μὴ ἀναγκαῖον 

> ~. 4 x Ἁ μὺ 4 > 4 

εἶναι τῶ δὲ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι καὶ ἐνδεχόμενον μὴ 
> 4 4 3 ~ s > 4 4 3 
εἶναι TO μὴ ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι Kal TO οὐκ a- 


/ \ > ~ A \ \ > \ 
δύνατον μὴ εἶναι, τῶ δὲ μὴ δυνατὸν εἶναι καὶ μὴ 


3 a > ~ \ 4 4 Ν > \ 4 
ἀδύνατον εἶναι, τῶ δὲ μὴ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι Kal μὴ 
> f 4 by b' 3 “a > ‘ \ 
ἐνδεχόμενον μὴ εἷναι τὸ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι Kal τὸ 
3 7 4 > ’ Ἧ . “ ξ 

ἀδύνατον μὴ εἶναι θεωρείσθω δὲ ἐκ τῆς ὕὑπο- 


γραφῆς ὡς λέγομεν 


Ἅ ων > t y 
δυνατὸν εἶναι οὐ δυνατὸν εἶναι 
3 ? “~ > " - . 
ἐνδεχόμενον εἶναι οὐκ ἐνδεχόμενον εἶναι 

5 3 4 Ly 3 ᾽ὔ Φ 

οὐκ ἀδύνατον εἶναι ἀδύνατον εἶναι 
οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι 

4 4 μγ >] ‘ ‘ > 
δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι οὐ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι 


3 / 4 εν > 3 / \ εν 

ἐνδεχόμενον μὴ εἶναι οὐκ ἐνδεχόμενον μὴ εἶναι 
2 3 4 \ > 3 , \ > 

οὐκ ἀδύνατον μὴ εἶναι. ἀδύνατον μὴ εἶναι 


οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι 





α This is the wiong negation From statements that 
follow we see that the table should be corrected and ‘ it is 
not necessary that it should be’ and ‘it is not necessary 
that τὸ should not be ’ should be transposed 
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Propositions Implications 
[ It τς contingent 
1 It may be It 1s not impossible 
| It as not necessary 
2 It is contingent It may be 


It is not necessary that it 
should not be 


3 It may not be Gt 15 
|" 1s not impossible that 


contingent that it 


shiquldnot:be) it should not be 
It is necessary that it 
4 It cannot be (at 15 should not be 
not contingent) es is impossible that it 
should be 
It is necessary that it 


5 Itcannot not be (itis ( 
not contingent that 
it should not be) 


should be 
| It is impossible that 1t 
should not be 
Consider these pomts more at length in the light 
of the table subjomed — 
1 2 


It may be It cannot be 


It 1s contingent 

Itis not impossible that 
it should be 

It is not necessary that 
it should be 

3 

It may not be 

It 1s contingent that 1t 
should not be 

It1s not impossible that 
τὸ should not be 

It is not necessary that 
it should not be 


It 1s not contingent 
It 1s umpossible that it 
should be 
It 1s necessary that it 
should not be ὦ 
4, 
It cannot not be 
It is not contingent 
that it should not be 
It is impossible that 1t 
should not be 
[Ὁ 15 necessary that 1t 
should be 
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22 ἃ 1 ‘ > Ia 2 4 δ . 7 ~ 4 
Τὸ μὲν οὖν ἀδύνατον καὶ οὐκ ἀδύνατον τῶ ἐν- 


‘ “~ 3 , ," 
δεχομένω καὶ δυνατῶ καὶ οὐκ ἐνδεχομένω καὶ μὴ 
~ 5 ἴω \ 2 ~ 5 
δυνατῶ ἀκολουθεῖ μὲν ἀντιφατικῶς, ἀντεστραμ- 
4 7 ἴων A ‘ \ ‘a e 3 ΄ 
a5 μένως δέ τῶ μὲν γὰρ δυνατὸν εἶναι ἡ ἀπόφασις 
-» “a ~ 3 ? 
τοῦ ἀδυνάτου ἀκολουθεῖ, 7H δὲ ἀποφάσει ἡ κατά- 
“A \ ? 3 εν \ ὃ / ἊΝ 
φασις τῶ γὰρ οὐ δυιατὸν εἶναι τὸ ἀδύνατον εἴναι 
,ὔ \ \ δύ o~ \ 3° ] 
κατάφασις yap TO ἀδύνατον Eval, TO οὐκ 
3 , a 3 4 
ἀδύνατον εἴκαι ἀπόφασις 
\ 3 > “ ~ 3 “ 4 \ , 
Τὸ δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον πῶς, ὀπτέον φανερὸν δὴ ὅτι 
9 Ψ ? 3 2 ¢ > / / ¢ $ 
οὐχ οὕτως ἔχει, ἀλλ᾽ αἱ ἐναντίαι ἕπονται at ὃ 
> / ’ 3 , 5 > + a 
e2bavTipdcets ywpis οὐ γάρ ἐστιν ἀπόφασις τοῦ 
“ “ > 
ἀνάγκη μὴ εἴναι TO οὐκ ἀνάγκη εἶναι ἐνδέχεται 
\ 1A: θ 7 θ > Ἀ “ 5 A 3 f ‘ 
yap ἀληθεύεσθαι ἐπὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ ἀμφοτέρας τὸ 
\w 2 ~ \ sad 3 “ 
γὰρ ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι 
/ A ~ \ 2 “ \ 3 ~ ¢ , 
αίτιον δὲ τοῦ μὴ ἀκολουθεῖν τὸ ἀναγκαῖον ὁμοίως 
“~ c Ff ’ 5 f \ 9 [4 “ 3 
ὃ τοῖς ἑτέροις, OTL ἐναντίως τὸ ἀδύνατον τῶ ἀναγ- 
/ 3 / \ 2. Ν ᾽ 3 \ 
καίω ἀποδίδοται, τὸ αὐτὸ δυνάμενον εἰ γὰρ 
9 3 “ “" 
ἀδύνατον εἶναι, avayKotov τοῦτο οὐκ εἷναι ἀλλὰ 
\ > ᾽ . 207 ἢ ᾿ Ἂς > +s 
μὴ εἶναι εἰ δὲ ἀδύνατον μὴ εἶναι, τοῦτο ἀνάγκη 
> @ > $ nm τ , “- “ \ 7 
εἶναι ὥστε εἰ ἐκεῖνα ὁμοίως τῶ δυνατῷ καὶ μή, 
~ > > / > ‘ > 4 3 A 7 
ταῦτα ἐξ ἐναντίας, ἐπεὶ οὐ σημαΐνει γε ταὐτὸν τό 
5 ral \ 4 3 / 3 3 Ψ , 
1ὸ τε ἀναγκαῖον καὶ τὸ ἀδύνατον, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ είρηται, 
ἀντεστραμμένως 
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Now, impossible that 1t should be,’ “ not impos- 
sible that 1t should be ’ are implied in ‘ may be,’ 18 
eontingent,’ and ‘cannot be,’ ‘1s not contingent ‘— 
eontradictonly but with mversion For ‘may be’ 
nnphcs ‘not mumpossible’ (denial, that 1s, of “1m- 
posstble’} ‘impossible,’ the positive, follows upon the 
denilof may be’ or, that 1s to say, upon ‘cannot be ’ 

Now let us see how things stand with propositions 
jacdicating necessity Clearly the case here 19 
iTurent, and contiary statements will follow upon 
conti idictory stitements, which latter belong, in 
addition, to sequences which aie distinct For ‘ not 
necessuy that it should be cannot form the denial 
οἱ negation of ‘necessary that 1t should not be’ 
kor both ot these predicates well mav hold good or be 
truc of one subject, as what of necessity 1s not need 
not of necessity be Now, what is the reason why all 
plopositions predicating necessity do not m the same 
manner follow as the others with which we are deal- 
mg” Ihe answer will be found in the fact that 
when used with a contiary subjcet, to predicate im- 
possibility amounts to affiiming necessity Suppos- 
ing, 1 mean, 1t rmpossible ἔοι something or other to 
be, it is necessary, not that it should be, but that 
it, per contra, should not be Supposing, again, 1t 
impossible that something or other should not be, 
1t must of necessity be So, if those propositions 
afhiming the impossible οὐ the reverse will be found 
without change of then subject to follow from those 
predicating possibility οἱ non-possibility, those predi- 
cating necessity will follow with the contrary subject 
‘Itas necessary,’ αὖ 1s impossible ’ are not of identical 
meaning and yet aie connected inveisely—a point 
upon which we have touched 
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*H > ΄ LA a“ θ Α ~ 5 # 
ἀδύνατον οὕτως κεῖσθαι Tas τοῦ ἀναγκαίου 
> / X 4 Ἀ 3 “Ὁ > 4 
ἀντιφάσεις, TO μὲν γὰρ ἀιαγκαῖον εἶναι δυνατὸν 
> 3 Ἧ la e 3 la 3 / > 4 
εἶναι εἰ yap μή, ἡ ἀπόφασις ἀκολουθήσει ἀνάγκη 
‘ Ν ? ~~ > 4 Ὁ 3 2 \ ‘ 
yap ὴ φάναι ἢ ἀποφάναι wor εἰ μὴ δυνατὸν 
> 3 ? > 3 v4 4 > A > 
εἶναι, ἀδύνατον εἶναι ἀδύνατον ἄρα εἶναι TO avay- 


“- ΠῚ rd Ba aye \ ~ 
KQLOV €tlVal, O7TEp ATOTTOV ANA μὴν TW γέ 


> A 3 7 > a 
15 δυνατὸν εἶναι TO οὐκ ἀδύνατον εἶναι ἀκολουθεῖ, 


/ \ Α A 3 “᾿ ~ [-4 A 
τούτω δὲ TO μὴ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι ὥστε συμβαΐίνει 
τὸ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι μὴ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι, ὅπερ 
3 3 4 4 Ε] A 4 3 al > > 
ἄτοπον ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδὲ TO ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι aKo- 

»-» ~ \ > 0). ἡ 4 3 aA \ 
Aovbet τῶ δυνατὸν εἶναι, οὐδὲ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον μὴ 


+ “ 4 4 4 3 δέ / 
εἶναι TH μὲν yap ἄμφω ἐνδέχεται ovpBaiver, 


, ὃ, ¢ 7 οἱ > Oe ey , 2 » 
20 TOUTWV ΟΕ OTTOTEPOV ἂν AANUVES 1%), Οὐκέτι εσται 


bd] “~ > ~ f ‘ \ > A Α 
ἐκεῖνα ἀληθῆ dua γὰρ δυνατὸν εἶναι καὶ μὴ 
κὺ ? b > 4 ων Ἃ Ἁ - ε 7 
εἶναι εἰ δ᾽ ἀνάγκη εἶναι ἢ μὴ εἶναι, οὐκ ἔσται 
‘ bee , “ \ > 3 
δυνατὸν ἄμφω λείπεται τοίνυν τὸ οὐκ ἀναγ- 
“~ ‘ > > “ ~ 4 εν 
Katov μὴ εἶναι ἀκολουθεῖν τῶ δυνατὸν εἶναι 
τοῦτο γὰρ ἀληθὲς καὶ κατὰ τοῦ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι 


4 ~ “» 
καὶ γὰρ αὐτὴ γίνεται ἀντίφασις τῇ ἐπομένη τῶ 


f “ 
25 οὐ δυνατὸν εἶναι ἐκείνω γὰρ ἀκολουθεῖ τὸ ἀδύνατον 


> \ 3 A s % a“ ε 2 / A 
εἶναι Kal ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι, ov ἡ ἀπόφασις τὸ 
> 3 “A \ > 9 oan ἢ LA \ 
οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον μὴ εἶναι ἀκολουθοῦσί τε ἄρα Kat 
iP e 
αὕται αἱ ἀντιφάσεις κατὰ TOV εἰρημένον τρόπον, 
‘ 3 4 3 / “ 4 a 
καὶ οὐδὲν ἀδύνατον συμβαίνει τιθεμένων οὕτως 
"A 4 3 Ld 3 ~ > -- 4 
πορήσειε δ᾽ ἄν τις εἰ τῶ ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι τὸ 
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Oris it the fact that one cannot arrange in the fore- 
going manner contridictories predicating necessity ἢ 
lor that which must be also may be’ For 2f not, the 
negative follows, since one or the other must follow 
And ‘0, if a thing is not possible, then must 1t needs be 
impossible Hence we pronounce it impossible for 
that which must needs be tobe But that statement, 
of course, is absurd Upon ‘ may be,’ however, ‘ not 
impossible ’ follows in logical sequence, ‘ not neces- 
sary’ upon ‘ not impossible,’ and things that must 
needs be need not be—which statement, again, 15 
absurd ‘It 1s necessary, again, ‘that it should be’ 
cannot be inferred fiom it may be, nor yet can the 
negative statement, ἡ τὸ 1s necessary that 1t should not 
be I mean that ‘it may be’ imphes a bilateral 
potentiality Should one of the two propositions just 
mentioned, however, be true, there will then not 
be both the alternatives The thing that may be 
yet may not be But if we suppose for the moment 
it either must be or must not be, we rule one alter- 
native out, and ‘ no need is there that τὸ should not 
be’ (which equally holds of what must be) must 
follow, therefore, from ‘1t may be We note, too, 
that this proposition negates that which follows on 
“αὖ cannot be,’ since ‘1t 1s impossible’ follows τῇ 
logical sequence ‘ 1t cannot be, just as there follows, 
in turn, ιὖ 1s necessary that 1t should not be,’ and 
this proposition the one that we mentioned itself 
contradicts So we see that in this case as well con- 
tradictories follow contiadictories after the manner 
we mentioned, and, being arranged in that manner, 
they lead to no logical absurdities 

One may at this point raise the question, whether 
upon ‘it 1s necessary’ ‘it may be’ will logically 
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22 b ὃ x ΚΞ. Ὁ ” 4 x a δ 
80 OVVQATOV ELVQAL εἐπεται €t TE γὰρ μὴ ETTETAL, 7 


> f 3 ? A \ 4 \ 
ἀιτίφασις ἀκολουθήσει, TO μὴ δυνατὸν εἶναι Kat 
4 3 7 
εἰ τις τούτην μὴ φήσειεν εἶι αι ἀιτίφασιν, ἀνάγκη 
᾽ % ina) 4 4 > ? ? on 
λέγειν τὸ δυνατὸν μὴ εἶναι amep ἄμφω ψευδῆ 
“-' “ “ > A 4 4 
κατὰ τοῦ ἀναγκαῖον ena. ἀλλὰ μὴν πάλιν τὸ 
“ Ἀ ‘ , 
αὐτὸ εἶναι δοκεῖ δυιατὸν τέμιεσθαι Kat μὴ τέμνε- 
, \ > 
85 σθαι καὶ εἶναι καὶ μὴ εἶναι, ὥστε ἔσται TO avay- 
» “ ~ \ ~ 
καῖον εἴ αι ἐνδεχόμειον μὴ εἶναι τοῦτο δὲ ψεῦδος 
\ νι ty 3 mn 4 \ 1 + ἢ , 
φαιερὸν δὴ ὅτι οὐ πᾶν τὸ δυνατὸν ἡ εἶναι ἡ βαδί- 
4 A > / 4 3 > i >? 
Cew καὶ τὰ ἀντικείμενα δύναται, ἀλλ᾽ ἐστιν ἐφ 
“A ~ ~ 4 
ὧν οὐκ ἀληθές, τρῶτον μὲν ἐπὶ τῶν μὴ κατὰ 
~ ~ ~ Ὰ 4 7 
λόγον δυνατῶν, οἵον τὸ πῦρ θερμαντικὸν καὶ ἔχει 
, , e \ ΝᾺ Ν / / 
23a δύναμιν ἄλογον at μὲν οὖν μετὰ λόγου δυνάμεις 
¢ \ ,ὔ A “ > / ¢ > ld 
at αὐταὶ πλειόνων Kal τῶν ἐναντίων, αἱ δ᾽ ἄλογοι 
“~ o~ 3 
οὐ πᾶσαι, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ είρηται, τὸ πῦρ οὐ δυνατὸν 
4 4 / 9Q> , Ψ 5 “ > + 
θερμαίνειν Kat μή, οὐδ᾽ ὅσα ἄλλα ἐνεργεῖ ἀεί 
᾿ / ~ ‘ Α > 
ἔνια μέντοι δύναται Kal τῶν κατὰ Tas ἀλόγους 
, ? 4 3 ἤ “ 3 \ 
δυνάμεις ἅμα τὰ ἀντικείμενα δέξασθαι ἀλλὰ 
δτοῦτο μὲν τούτου χάριν εἰρηται, ὅτι οὐ πᾶσα 
/ o~ 
δύναμις τῶν ἀντικειμένων, οὐδ᾽ ὅσαι λέγονται 
κατὰ τὸ αὐτὸ εἶδος 
"Fy, δὲ ὃ ’ e ἤ , > 4 A 
var δὲ δυνάμεις ὁμώνυμοί εἶσιν τὸ γὰρ 
\ ’ ξ ~ ? > \ \ 3 ia 3 
δυιατὸν οὐχ ἁπλῶς λέγεται, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν ὅτι ἀλη- 
4 € 3 7ὔ ᾽ὔ “ \ / / 
θὲς ὡς ἐνεργεία ov, οἷον δυνατὸν βαδίζειν ὅτι 
’ \ “~ 
10 βαδίζει, καὶ ὅλως δυνατὸν etvar ὅτι ἤδη ἐστι κατ᾽ 
> 2 a , > / ἢ . 7 9 
ἐνέργειαν ὃ λέγεται εἶναι δυνατόν, τὸ δὲ ὅτι ἐνερ- 
7 a 
γήσειεν ἄν, οἵον δυνατὸν εἶναι βαδίζειν ὅτι βαδί- 
if a im on 
σειν ἄν καὶ αὕτη μὲν ἐπὶ τοῖς κινητοῖς ἐστὶ 
168 


ON INTTRPRI TATION, x10 


follow If not, must the contradictory, τὸ cannot 
bt logealls follow or supposing you say that this 
stitement 1s not the correct contradictory, it may 
not be logically follows But both propositions are 
filse as applied to whit is of necessity It seems the 
accepted opmion that things that may be or be cut 
may per contra, not be or be cut And we should 
in that case be concluding that that which must be 
ταν not be which it goes without saving, 1s false 
It woeleu that not everything capable of bemg or 
wilsing posscsses the opposite potentiality Cases 
theic are to the contrary First, there are those 
things which haye a non-1ational potentiahty 
{mong such, for instance, 1s fire, which 1s capable 
of giving out heat—a non-1itional potentiality 
Rational potentialities issue in more than one way 
or in contrary results or dnections Not so all n- 
ritional ones ‘That τς, fire, to repeat what we said, 
einnot both give and not give out heat, nor can any- 
thing else always actual have any such potentiality 
Some urational potentialities, however, allow of such 
issues So much, then, by way of explaining that, 
even where ᾿ potentiality ’ 1s quite unambiguously 
used, not every potentiahty admits of such opposite 
issues 

But sometimes ihe termis ambiguous ‘ Possible ’ 
itself is ambiguous [ 1s used, on the one hand, of 
facts and of things that are actualized , 1t1s ‘ possible ’ 
for someone to walh, inasmuch as he actually walks, 
and in general we call a thing ‘ possible,’ since it is 
now 1eahzed On the otner hand, ‘ possible’ 15 
used of a thing that mzght be realized , 1t 1s ‘ possible 
ἴοι someone to walk, since in cettain conditions he 
would Itis only to that which can move that this 
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28 a , ε ? > , x + 9 ἢ “- bd , 
porots ἡ δύναμις, ἐκείνη δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῖς ἀκινήτοις 
apdw δὲ ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν τὸ μὴ ἀδύνατον εἶναι βαδί- 
ζειν ἢ εἶναι, καὶ τὸ βαδίζον ἤδη καὶ ἐνεργοῦν καὶ 

1 τὸ βαδιστικόν τὸ μὲν οὖν οὕτω δυνατὸν οὐκ 
ἀληθὲς κατὰ τοῦ ἀναγκαίου ἁπλῶς εἰπεῖν, θάτερον 
δὲ ἀληθές ὥστε ἐπεὶ TH ἐν μέρεν τὸ καθόλου 
ἔπεται, τῶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὄντι ἕπεται τὸ δύνασθαι 
εἶναι, οὐ μέντοι πᾶν καὶ ἔστι δὴ ἀρχὴ tows τὸ 
ἀναγκαῖον καὶ μὴ ἀναγκαῖον πάντων ἡ εἶναι ἢ 

2ὴ μὴ εἶναι, καὶ τἄλλα ὡς τούτοις ἀκολουθοῦντα 
ἐπισκοπεῖν δεῖ 
Φανερὸν δὴ ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅτι τὸ ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
ὃν κατ᾽ ἐνέργειάν ἐστιν, ὥστε εἰ πρότερα τὰ ἀΐδια, 
καὶ ἡ ἐνέργεια δυνάμεως προτέρα καὶ τὰ μὲν 
ἄνευ δυνάμεως ἐνέργειαί εἰσιν, οἷον at πρῶται 
ου οὐσίαι, τὰ δὲ μετὰ δυιάμεως, ἃ TH μὲν φύσει 
πρότερα τῷ δὲ χρόνω ὕστερα, τὰ δὲ οὐδέποτε 
ἐνέργειαί εἰσιν ἀλλὰ δυνάμεις μόνον 
XIV Πότερον δὲ ἐναντία ἐστὶν ἡ κατάφασις 
τῇ ἀποφάσει ἢ ἡ κατάφασις τῆ καταφάσει, καὶ 

80 ὁ λόγος τῶ λόγω ὁ λέγων ὅτι πᾶς ἄνθρωπος 

δίκαιος τῶ οὐδεὶς ἄνθρωπος δίκαιος, ἢ τὸ πᾶς 


* God and the intelligences moving the celestial or 
heavenly bodies The argument implies that the necessary 
1s also eternal ‘The main proof,’ says Dr Ross, ‘ of the 
priority of actuality is the following —What 1s external 1s 
prior in nature to whit is perishable and nothing 15 eternal 
by virtue of potentiality For that which has the potentiality 
of being has also the potentiality of not-being, while the 
eternal 1s that which from its very nature cannot fail to be 
In a sense, therefore, all the primordial entities ἢ the uni- 
verse are free from potentality God is in the fullest sense 
actual, since He is aluays what He 1s at any time, and has 
no element of unrealized potentiality ’ (Aristotle, p 177) 


170 


ON INTERPRETATION, xii—xiv 


hind of capacity belongs, while the former may also 
belong to such things as have no power of motion 
Both of that which is walking and actual and of that 
which is capable of walking but does not now actually 
walk, τὸ holds good that it 1s not mmpossible that 1t 
should walk (or should be) Now, this latter potenti- 
ality we cannot affirm of the necessary m its un- 
qualified sense , but the other we can so affirm In 
conclusion, then, as the universal must follow upon 
the particular, so will the possible follow on that 
which exists of necessity, although not in all of its 
senses Of being, not-being, mdeed, may necessity, 
I think, and its absence be properly called the first 
principles, so that all else must be viewed as but 
following or consequent on them 

It is evident from the foregoing that the necessary 
is also the actual And the actual is prior to the 
potential, imasmuch as the eternal 15 prior There 
are, first of all, those actualities entirely without possi- 
bility, such as the primary substances? Then there 
13 that class of things which are actual and also 
potential actuality 1s prior to possibility with these 
in the order of nature, although it 1s not prior in 
time ® There are finally those things also that 
remain but the barest possibilities and never become 
actualities ° 

XIV Here arises a doubt as to whether an affirma- 
tive statement is contrary to a negative statement or 
contrary to a second affirmation Has the proposi- 
tion ‘ every man 15 just’ for 1ts contrary ‘no man is 


ὃ oe and perishable substances in the sublunary 
wor 

¢ Such as the largest number, the least magnitude and so 
on These are never realized, though conceivable 
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»” ? ~ ~ » 4 e 
ἄνθρωπος δίκαιος τῶ πᾶς ἄνθρωπος ἄδικος, οἷον 
ἔστι Καλλίας δίκαιος--οὐκ ἔστι Ἰζαλλίας δίκ λιος--- 
"4 ? ’ ᾽ 3 a Α 3 / tA 
Καλλίας αἀδικός ἐστι ποτέρα δὴ ἐιαντία τούτων, 
εἰ γὰρ τὰ μὲν ἐν τῇ φωνῆ ἀκολουθεῖ τοῖς ἐν TH 
διανοία, ἐκεῖ δὲ ἐναιτία δόξα ἡ τοῦ ἐναντίου, οἷον 
ὅτι Tas ἄνθρωπος δίκαιος τῇ πᾶς ἄνθρωπος ἀδικος, 


ἃ ΒΝ ~ 3 “ fond ¢ 2 ’ 
86 καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐν TH φωνῆ καταφάσεων arayKy 


¢ f 4 9 \ A 3 ~ ¢ ~ > 7 
ὁμοίως ἔχεν εἰ δὲ μὴ ἐκεῖ ἡ τοῦ ἐναντίου 
δόξα ἐναντία ἐστίν, οὐδὲ ἡ κατάφασις TH κατα- 
’ 3 ? / 3 3 2 3 ? 3 f 
φάσει ἔσται ἐναντία, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ εἰρημένη ἀπόφασις 
[χὰ / ’ , > AY ΄-“ ͵ 
ὥστε σκεπτέον ποία δόξα ἀληθὴς ψευδεῖ δόξη 
/ » e 4 
ἐιαντία, πότερον ἡ τῆς ἀποφάσεως ἡ ἢ TO ἐναν- 


so τίον εἶναι δοξάζουσα λέγω δὲ ὧδε ἔστι τις 
23b5dfa ἀληθὴς τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι ἀγαθόν, ἄλλη δὲ 


ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν ψευδής, ἑτέρα δὲ ὅτι κακόν 
ποτέρα δὴ τούτων ἐναντία TH ἀληθεῖ, καὶ εἰ ἔστι 
μία, καθ᾽ ὁποτέραν ἡ ἐναντία, 

Τὸ μὲν δὴ τούτω οἴεσθαι τὰς ἐναντίας δόξας 
ὡρίσθαι, τῶ τῶν ἐναντίων εἶναι, ψεῦδος τοῦ γὰρ 


3 a / ? 4 \ ~ “~ / 4 e 
5 ἀγαθοῦ OTL ἀγαθὸν Καὶ TOU KQKOU OTt KAKOV ἢ 


ΝΡ \ 3 A » td , ἤ f 
αὐτὴ tows καὶ ἀληθὴς ἔσται, etre πλείους εὖτε μία 
ἐστίν ἐναντία δὲ ταῦτα ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τῷ ἐναντίων 
> 3 / 3 \ ~ ΄- by / 
εἶναι ἐναντία, ἀλλὰ μᾶλλον τῶ ἐναντίως 

9 \ , \ lan 3 ἴον > ‘ 3 \ 

Ei δὴ ἐστι μὲν τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι ἐστὶν ἀγαθὸν 





@ Grote observes upon this that some of Aristotle’s ob- 
servations ‘ respecting the place and functions of the negative 
particle (ov), must be understood with reference to the 
valiable order of words in a Greek or Latin sentence, for 
instance, the distinction between Hallias non est custus and 
Kallas est non zustus does not suggest itself to one speaking 
English or French’ (.trvstutle, p 137) But possibly this 
particular chapter is not by Aristotle himself 
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just’* Or is “every man 15 unjust’ the contrary ἢ 
( Jha. 1s just, “1s not just, “is unjust’ illustrate 
whit I mean* Which of these propositions aie 
contiaiies * Supposing that the verbal proposition 
cotresponds with the intellectual judgement, and, 
δα μοι, that that judgement 1s contrary to a judge- 
ment asserting the contiaiy, as Judging that ev ery 
man 15 just 1s to judging every man is unjust, then 
the same thing assmedly holds of ou2 verbal proposi- 
tions as well On the other hand, 1f we suppose that 
the judgement asserting the contrary 15 not, in the 
mind of the speaker, the contiary one to another, no 
longe1 will one affirmation be contrary unto another 
The negation will be the tiue contrary Which of 
the true judgements, then, 1s the contrary one to the 
false? Isit that which denies the false judgement ? 
Or that which pronounces the contrary? Take, 
fo. example, three judgements concerning a thing 
that 1s good—a true Judgement or that ‘it 1s good,’ 
a false judgement οἱ 1t 1s not good,’ and a third, 
quite distinct, ‘it is bad’ Of the last two which 
constitutes 1eally the contraiy one to the truer Οἱ 
supposing them one and the same, then which verbal 
expression 1s the contiary ἢ 
To fancy that contrary judgements are those that 
have contiary subjects is to take an erroneous view 
For the judgement that a good thing is good and the 
judgement that a bad thing 1s bad may be possibly 
one and the same, one οἱ more, they are both of 
them true Yet the subjects are contrary here 
But what constitutes judgements as contrary 1s having 
two contrary senses, not having two contrary subjects 
Suppose that we have two opinions i1egaiding a 
thing that 1s good, one opining that that thing 1s 
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23 Ὁ 
δόξα, ἄλλη δ᾽ ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθόν, ἔστι δὲ ἄλλο τι ὃ 


> e 7 909 Pw, e “ a ἢ ‘ 
οὐχ ὑπάρχει οὐδ᾽ οἷόν τε ὑπάρξαι, τῶν μὲν δὴ 
10 ἄλλων οὐδεμίαν θετέον, οὔτε doar ὑπάρχειν τὸ μὴ 
¢ ᾽ 4 4 fy3 id Ὰ e ; 4 
ὑπάρχον δοξάζουσιν οὔθ᾽ ὅσαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν τὸ 
¢ ᾿ uf 4 3 “ 3 f δ 
ὑπάρχον (ἄπειροι γὰρ ἀμφότεραι, καὶ ὅσαι ὑπ- 
la / x Ἁ e 7 ‘ ; \ 
dpyew δοξάζουσι τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχον καὶ ὅσαι μὴ 
ec ᾽ \ ¢ 7 3 3 > ? > 4 ᾿ς 
ὑπάρχειν τὸ ὑπάρχον), ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ὅσαις ἐστὶν ἡ 
3 f = f ? ? Ὁ ¢ 4 > on 
ἀπάτη αὗται δέ εἰσιν ἐξ ὧν at γενέσεις ἐκ τῶν 
3 ’, 4 e “ Ψ A ¢ 9 / 
ἀντικειμένων δὲ ai γενέσεις, ὥστε Kal αἱ ἀπάται 
185 Ei οὖν τὸ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἀγαθὸν καὶ οὐ κακόν ἐστι, 
‘ 4 A > e 4 A " \ / 
Kal τὸ μὲν καθ᾽ ἑαυτὸ τὸ δὲ κατὰ συμβεβηκός 
(συμβέβηκε γὰρ αὐτῶ οὐ κακῶ εἶναι), μᾶλλον δὲ 
ς f 3 Α € 3 ¢€ ? 4 4 ; 
ἑκάστου ἀληθὴς ἡ Kal” ἕαυτό, Kat ψευδής, elzrep 
% 35 / € 4 ἊΝ f > > 4 4 3 \ 
καὶ ἀληθής ἡ μὲν οὖν ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν τὸ ἀγαθὸν 
“- 3 e 1 e - é e 4 ~ Φᾧ 
τοῦ Kal’ ἑαυτὸ ὑπάρχοντος ψευδής, ἡ δὲ τοῦ ὅτι 
20 κακὸν τοῦ κατὰ συμβεβηκός ὥστε μᾶλλον ἂν 
wv 4 ~ 3 am ξε o~ 3 LA ‘ ς ~ 
εἴη ψευδὴς τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ἡ τῆς ἀποφάσεως ἡ ἡ TOD 
ἐναντίου δόξα διέψευσται δὲ μάλιστα περὶ ἐκα- 
ς 4 3 , ”? ͵ \ Ἁ 3 ᾽ 
στον 6 τὴν ἐναντίαν ἔχων δόξαν τὰ γὰρ ἐναντία 
»" - ᾽ / ᾿" 3 / 3 ey 
τῶν πλεῖστον διαφερόντων περὶ TO αὐτό εἰ οὖν 
> ’ \ / € ¢ 7s 3 7 Ἁ e 
ἐναντία μὲν τούτων ἡ ἑτέρα, ἐναντιωτέρα δὲ ἡ 
~ 3 7 ~ ν / \ ” > ? 
2 τῆς ἀντιφάσεως, δῆλον ὅτι αὐτὴ av εἴη ἐναντία 
€ \ ~ ¢ \ \ 39 \ ? 
ἡ δὲ τοῦ ὅτι κακὸν τὸ ἀγαθὸν συμπεπλεγμένη 


α In order to make this point clear, Aristotle, 1t seems, 
should have added ‘ whereas there can be but one contrary ᾿ 
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good and the other one that it 1s not, and suppose 
there exist other qualities such as are neither in-~ 
herent nor could be mheient in good, no opinion, 
notwithstanding, must be taken for the contiary one 
to the true that opines that some quality inheres, 
though it does not inhere, in the good or opines that 
it does not inhere, though 1t does so mhere, in the 
good, inasmuch as no lmuit of range 1s imposed on 
these types of opimon? We shall rathei call con- 
trary to the true ones those judgements, in which 
thereis error And these have to do with generation 
Gene1ation means passing or transition fiom one of 
two extremes to the other hence error 15 such a 
transition 

What 1s good, then, 1s good and not bad The 
one quality belongs to it essentially, the other by 
accident only For by accident is 1t not bad But 
supposing that judgement the truest that deals with 
a thing’s actual essence, that false one 1s really most 
false, that in hkhe manner deals with 1ts essence <A 
false judgement, dealing with essence, 1s ‘ that which 
is good 1s not good’ ‘It is bad,’ though a false 
judgement also, concerns what 1s accidental only So 
the judgement denying its goodness 1s falser than that 
predicating some other and contrary quahty And 
then most completely deceived 1s the man who on 
this or that point entertaims an opinion or judgement 
which 15 contrary to that which is true For con- 
traiies belong to those things that within the same 
class differ most Supposing, then, that one of two 
judgements 1s contrary to that which 1s true but that 
that which is contradictory 1s even more contrary 
still, then the latter must be the 1eal conti ary To 
judge that a good thing 1s bad 1s, moreover, a com- 
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23 b 3 ’ A Ἁ Ψ > 3 4 > 7 # ¢ 
ἐστί καὶ yap ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν ἀιἄγκη tows ὑπο- 


᾿ \ > } 
λαμβάνειν τὸν αὐτόν 
~ / “- 
Ἔπι δέ, εἰ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων ὁμοίως δεῖ ἔχειν, 
‘ ᾽ Ἀ / ~ > A i 4 
καὶ ταύτη av δόξειε καλῶς εἰρῆσθαι ἡ yap παν- 
ταχοῦ τὸ τῆς ἀιτιφάσεως ἡ οὐδαμοῦ ὅσοις δὲ 
ε0 μή ἐστιν ἐναντία, περὶ τούτων ἔστι μὲν ψευδὴς ἡ 
~ 3 “" 3 ,ὔ e ¢ 4 f 5 
τῇ ἀληθεῖ ἀντικειμένη, οἷον 6 τὸν ἀνθρωπον οὐκ 
ἄνθρωπον οἰόμενος διέψευσται εἰ οὖν αὗται ἐναν- 
’ Ἁ e » € σι 3 7 
τίαι, καὶ at ἄλλαι αἱ τῆς ἀντιφάσεως 
? ¢ ; 7 e ~ ξ o~ @ ? \ Ἀ 
Ere ὁμοίως ἔχει ἡ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι ἀγαθὸν καὶ 
¢ ~ \ 3 om 3 3 ᾽ \ \ / 
ἡ τοῦ μὴ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθόν, καὶ πρὸς ταύταις 
ἡ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἡ τοῦ μὴ ἀγαθοῦ 
s. ὅτι ἀγαθόν τῆ οὖν τοῦ μὴ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν 
? “ f / [4 A f ς 9 “ ᾿ Ἁ 
ἀληθεῖ ovon δόξη τίς av εἴη ἡ ἐναντία, οὐ γὰρ 
δὴ ἡ λέγουσα οτι κακόν ἅμα γὰρ ἀν ποτε εἴη 
ἀληθής, οὐδέποτε δὲ ἀληθὴς ἀληθεῖ ἐναντία ἔστι 
γάρ τι μὴ ἀγαθὸν κακόν, ὥστε ἐνδέχεται ἅμα 
ἀληθεῖς εἶναι οὐδ᾽ αὖ ἡ οτι οὐ κακόν ἀληθὴς 
yap καὶ αὐτὴ ἀμα γὰρ καὶ ταῦτα ἂν εἴη λείπε- 
ται οὖν τῆ τοῦ μὴ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν ἐναντία 
if ~ 4 > -.Φ. . ῳ 3 la A Ἀ , 
841 ἡ τοῦ μὴ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι ἀγαθόν ψευδὴς γὰρ αὐτὴ 
ὥστε καὶ ἡ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι οὐκ ἀγαθὸν τῆ τοῦ 
? ~ ὦ 3 ? 
ἀγαθοῦ ὅτι ἀγαθόν 
Φανερὸν δὲ ὅτι οὐδὲν διοίσει οὐδ᾽ av καθόλου 
- \ ? e A / 3 7 
ετιθῶμεν τὴν κατάφασιν ἡ γὰρ καθόλου ἀπόφασις 
3 ΄7 Ψἤ ly ~ 7 “ ᾽ὔ , “- 
ἐναντία ἔσται, οἷον τῇ δόξη τῇ δοξαζούση ὅτι πᾶν 
a oa Ὁ, \ 3 / 3 ς ὦ 3 \ ~ > ~ 
6 ἂν ἢ ἀγαθὸν ἀγαθόν ἐστιν ἡ ὅτι οὐδὲν τῶν ἀγαθῶν 
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yosite judgement Tor the man who thus judges, I 
think, must as certainly judge it not good 

lhen again, the contradictory judgement is the 
contrary always or never And τῇ this holds good in 
ill others, so must 1t in this case as well, and the view 
that we took was correct In the case of things 
having no contraries we hold that that judgement is 
false which denies what the true one asserts Thusa 
main 1s, for mstance, deceised who supposes a man 
notaman If the contraries here are the negatives, 
so we conclude, are they always 

Then, that what 1s not good 15 not good is a 
similar or parallel judgement to one that a good thing 
is good, and that that which is good 1s not good 1s a 
puallel judgement to judging that that which 1s not 
good is good What is contiaiy, then, to the true 
one that what 1s not good 1s not good* Not, at any 
rate, that itis bad, that might well at the same time 
be tue, and true judgements can never be contrary 
Some things that are not good aie bad, so that both 
may together be true Nor 15 judging it not bad the 
contrary, seeing that, too, may be true, since both 
attributes might be compresent And so im the case 
of the yudgement that what 1s not good 1s not good we 
aie driven at last to conclude that the contrary is 
that it 1s good = Fon that judgement, of couise, 15 a 
false one Again, in a similar manner of the judge- 
ment that a good thing 1s good the true contrary 1s 
that 1t 1s not 

To make the affirmation univeisal will evidently 
not alter matters The universal negative judgement 
will then be the obvious contrary Suppose, for 
example, a man judges everything good to be good 
then the contrary of this 15 his judging that nothing 
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ἀγαθόν ἡ γὰρ τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ὁ ὅτι ἀγαθόν, εἰ καθόλου 
τὸ ἀγαθόν, ἡ αὐτή ἐστι τῆ ὅτι ὃ ἂν ἢ ἀγαθὸν 
ξοξαζούση ὅτι ἀγαθόν τοῦτο δὲ οὐδὲν διαφέρει 
τοῦ ὅτι πᾶν ὃ ἂν ἢ ἀγαθὸν ἀγαθόν ἐστιν ὁμοίως 
ἊΝ ~ ~ 
de καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ μὴ ἀγαθοῦ 
"C—O ” > 4 , ’ ” * 4 cs € 3 
ὥστε εἴπερ ἐπὶ δόξης OUTWS ἔχει, εἰσι OE αἱ ἐν 
“ “ / ~ 
τῇ φωνῇ καταφάσεις Kal ἀποφάσεις σύμβολα τῶν 
~ on ~ > 
ἐν τῇ ψυχῆ, δῆλον ote Kal καταφάσει ἐταντία 
μὲν ἀπόφασις ἡ περὶ τοῦ αὐτοῦ καθόλου, οἷον τῆ 
ὅτι πᾶν ἀγαθὸν ἀγαθὸν ἡ ὅτι πᾶς ἄνθρωπος 
9 A e , 5 ῖ “nt > , 3 ~ A ¢ 
ἀγαθὸς ἡ ore οὐδὲν ἢ οὐδείς, ἀντιφατικῶς δὲ ὅτι 
Ἁ > lan “Ἂ 9 ~ \ 4 id ἢ 3 ~ 
ἢ ov πᾶν ἢ οὐ πᾶς φανερὸν δὲ ὅτι καὶ ἀληθῆ 
3 ~ 3 3 7 " ὔ > , 7 
ἀληθεῖ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται ἐναντίαν εἶναι οὔτε δόξαν 
, ¢ 
οὐτε ἀντίφασιν ἐναιτίαι μὲν yap αἱ περὶ τὰ 
3 “᾿ 
ἀντικείμενα, περὶ ταῦτα δὲ ἐνδέχεται ἀληθεύειν 
τὸν αὐτόν apa δὲ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται τὰ ἐναντία ὑπ- 
apyew τῶ αὐτῶ 
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ON INTERPRETATION, x1v 


of that hind 1s good For the yudging what 1s good 
to be good, if the subject be taken universally, 
amounts torjudgement pi onouncing whatever is good 
to be good, and the latter in turn to a judgement p10- 
nouncing good everything good And the same 1S 
the case with the not good 
If this is the case with our Judgements and verbal 
afhrmations and denials 816 symbols of those mental 
judgements, τὸ 1s clear the umveisal demal, when the 
subject 1s one and the same, is the positive state- 
ments true contrary [For instance propositions 
affirming eve1y good, every man to be good have fol 
contraries propositions afhrming no man, nothing 
good to be good Contradictories, however, have 
for subjects “not every man, ‘ not ev ery good’ It 
is manifest, too, that true judgements and true pro- 
ositions can never be contrary one to another 
While two propositions that are true can together be 
truly asserted, two contiary propositions must pre- 
dicate contrary qualities, and these im the selfsame 
subject can never together inhere 
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INLRODUCTION 
I Tue DeveELopMENT oF ARISTOTLE 8 Logic 


Tur invention of the syllogism, or 1ather the syste- 
matic tieatment of the laws of inference, was perhaps 
Anistotle’s greatest and most original achievement 
It stands to reason that his approach to logical studies 
must have been through the Dialectic of the Aca- 
demy , but although we can see something of the 
practical application of Plato’s theo11es m such dia- 
logues as the I’keaetetus, Parmemdes, Sophist and 
Poltecus, there 1s little ground for supposing that they 
were ever fully developed on the formal side In- 
deed our evidence points the other way When 
Auistotle 1s consciously building upon Plato’s founda- 
tions, or upon those of any othe: philosophical school, 
he 1s accustomed to point out and account for the 
mistahes of his predecessors , but in the Analytics the 
only overt reference to Plato (46 a 31) conceins the 
practice of definition by dichotomy (as exemplified in 
the last two dialogues mentioned above), and his 
description of 1t as “ a hind of weak syllogism seems 
to imply that it was Plato’s nearest approach in this 
direction It 1s moreover intiinsically probable that 
the systematic treatment of the inferential process 
should be attributed to Aristotle’s own remarkable 
powers of analysis 
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The theory of syllogism, as we find it expressed in 
the Prior dnalytecs, 1s clearly the 1esalt of long .tudy 
ind experiment Attempts have been made in 
recent years by two German scholais, F Solmsen 
(Die Lntnieklung der aristotelischen Logik und Rhetorek, 
conveniently summanzized by Professor J L Stocks 
in CQ, 1933, pp 115-124) and P Gohlkhe (Dre 
Entstehung der arwstotelischen Logik) to tiace the de- 
velopment of the theory Solmsen arranges the main 
logical works in the following order (1) Topecs I- 
VIL, (2) Posterror Analytics I, (3) Topics VIIT and 
ΓΙᾺ (De Sophestices Elenchts), (4) Posterror Analytees 
II, (5) Prior Analytics Dr Gohlke on the other 
hand holds that the received orde: of the two ina- 
lyties 1s correct, and that Topzes VIII and IX pre- 
suppose the dnalyiics I do not find his uguments 
entirely convinemg Certainty about such a point 
is perhaps unattainable, but 1 am strongly inclined 
towards the view that the Prior Analytics contains at 
least some of Aristotle’s maturest logical thought 

Of course the problem 1s complicated by the fact 
that the logical works as we possess them are almost 
certainly compilations fiom notes οὐ 10ugh drafts for 
Aristotle’s discourses [he material is not always 
well arranged (eg chs \v-xan of dn Pr ITI would 
come more naturally in the Topics, and there 1s no 
reason to suppose that the present arrangement has 
any chronological sigmificance _ It 1s moreover highly 
probable that coirections and afterthoughts have 
been inserted in the text without complete assimila- 
tion, and that many of the minor inconsistencies are 
due to this procedure Dr Gohlhe’s attempt to 
identify these late: passages, and so to distinguish the 
different strata of thought, 1s attractively worked 
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out, but his results must as yet be regarded as con- 
jectural 


Il Tsar Turory or SxLiogism IN THF Prior 
ANALYTICS 


Summary of the contents 


The first book of the Prior dnalytics falls into two 
halves The first 26 chapters are devoted to the 
formal statcment of the theory the enunciation and 
demonstiation of the laws of syllogistic reasoning, 
and the analysis of the va1ious forms which the sy1- 
logism can take The last 20 chapteis contain 1η- 
structions for the constiuction of syllogisms, either 
1 general ΟἹ fo. special purposes, and a number of 
practical directions and warnings to students 

Aristotle begins naturally by definmg his subject 
and explaiming his terminology It 1s worth noting in 
this connexion that the use of the words opos (bound 
or limit), ἄκρον (extreme) and μέσον (middle) to de- 
scribe the terms, and of δισστημα (interval) as an alter- 
native to πρότασις or premiss, suggests that Aristotle 
was accustomed to employ some form of blackboard 
diagram, as 1t were, fo. the purpose of illustration 
A premiss was probably repiesented by a line join- 
ing the letters chosen to stand for the terms How 
quality and quantity were indicated can only be con- 
jectured These distinctions are stated in ch ἢ 
The quantitative analysis of judgements was almost 
certainly Aristotle’s discovery , there 1s no trace of it 
in Plato, and τὸ 1s ceitainly not explicit in the Cate. 
gories, 1t1s first formulated m ch vu of the De Inter- 
pretatione The points, of course, vital to the theory 
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of syllogism (ef da Pr I xxiv andxxxm) The rest 
of the chapter gives the rules for conversion of asser- 
tonic premises Ch m deals with the conversion 
of apodeictic and problematic premusses, which are 
now mentioned for the first tyme It 1s extremely 
probable that this “ chapter did not form part of the 
original comse on the syllogism, but was “ added ” 
after A1istutle had outhned his theory of modality 

Chs 1-11 desciibe the valid moods in the three 
figures It should be obseived that Aristotle did not 
recognize the fourth or “ Galenian’ figure (at any 
rate aS a separate type), mn which he was probably 
night Ch vu sums up the findings of the thee 
previous chapteis, and shows how all syllogisms can 
be reduced to the universal syllogisms of the first 
figure 

Chs vut-s1u are devoted to the analysis of modal 
svllogisms This part of Aristotle’s theory 1s full of 
difheulties, and is discussed in a separate section 
(pp 189-193) 

In ch \\m Aristotle returns to his main theory, 
and distingmshing logical proofs as either ostensive 
or hypothetical, proceeds to ex,amine the mechanism 
of syllogism He first explams the function of the 
middle teim, and shows that the three figures exhaust 
the possible ways of relating the middle to the es- 
treme terms Hence all ostensive syllogisms aie 
effected by these thee figures But hypothetical 
s\llogisms also depend upon ostensive proof, and 
therefore all syllogisms are effected by the three 
hgures and are ultimately reducible to the unweisal 
syllogisms of the fist figme 

Ch xx1v pomts out that in every syllogism (1) one 
premiss at least must be afhrmative, and (2) one 
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premiss at least must be universal ze the middle 
term must be distributed 

Ch xxv lays down the matenals necessary for 
drawing a syllogistic interence, viz two premisses 
contaiming three terms This doctrine 1s of course 
umplicit fiom the beginning, but it 1s first clearly 
stated here Ch 1.\vi sums up the facilities for con- 
structive and destructive proof 

The second section of Book I begins with an ex- 
planation, m chs \\vu-x\4, of the method of finding 
premusses by selecting consequents and antecedents 
of the majoi and minoi terms , and how the method 
is to be applied in the case of different propositions 
Ch xsxvi criticizes the Platonic method of definition 
by dichotomy Ch ται shows how to reduce argu- 
ments to syllogistic form in the several figuies 

In chs xxxm-\lu we find a sees of warnings 
against errors in selecting or enunciating terms and 
premisses Ch xhv shows how far hypothetical 
proofs admit of reduction, and ch \lv treats of the 
resolution of one figure into another Finally ch 
xlvi explains the true form of contradictory state- 
ments 

Book ITI discusses various aspects and properties of 
the syllogism and similar methods of ieasoning The 
first chapter explains that more than one conclusion 
can be drawn fiom the same premisses, and the next 
three show how true conclusions can be diawn from 
false premisses Chs v-vu describe circular ΟἹ 1ec1- 
procal proof, chs vm-. deal with the conversion of 
syllogisms, and chs τα with reduction ad zmpossibile 
in the three figures Ch τιν compares the procedure 
of ostensive proof with that of reduction ad empos 
sibile, and ch Ἂν considers the question of drawing 
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eonclusions from contrary and contradictory pre- 
misses Chs \vi ind xv are devoted to the fallacies 
of petitio principn and false cause, while m ch xvi 
Aristotle points out that falsity in an argument de- 
pends upon the fist false statement which 1t contains 
(ἢ «14 and χὰ treat of the syllogism in argument 
and iefutation Ch καὶ shows the possibility of being 
mustahen in a particular judgement even when one has 
hnowledge of the universal truths upon which that 
judgement, when properly conceived, depends Ch 
asu deals with the convertibility of texms, and with 
the compauison of desirable and undesirable objects 
The last five chaptcrs treat of argument by induction, 
by example, by 1eduction, by objection, and by proba- 
bilities or signs ”’ 


Aristotle's vien of the syllogism 


The formulation of a logical system which im spite 
of modifications—some ot which are questionable 
improvements—remains the basis of all subsequent 
logic, Was so great a feat that criticism seems almost 
ungenerous, especially when we consider that here 
as elsewhere we are compelled to judge Aristotle, as 
it were, αὐ second hind If he himself had edited 
the logical works for publication, he would doubtless 
have removed many of the imperfections and incon- 
sistencies which ean be observed in our text There 
are, however, certain defects which eall for notice 

A purely formal logic which 1s detached fiom 
reality 1s a worthless instrument indeed , and since 
Aristotle’s logic 1s avowedly the mstrument of the 
mind in search of truth, we do not look in it for any 
such detachment But there 1s 1eason to suppose 
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that he expected more conespondence between the 
conclusion of a syllogism and objective reality than 15 
compatible with the conception of the syllogism 4s a 
process of thought At any rate in 34b 14 ff he ap- 
parently demes the validity of a syllogism because 
the conclusion which follows fiom a pan of premisses 
stating a narrowly restricted 1elation provcs less than 
could be inferred from complete knowledge of the 
facts The premisses are 

Ex erything which moves may (at a given time) be 
an animal 

All men may move 

The conclusion, says Aristotle, is apodeictic, not 
problematic, because man is necessauily an animal, 
and since an apodeictic conclusion cannot be diawn 
fiom problematic piemusses, Auistotle decides that 
the sj llogism 1s invalid The same arbitiary obyec- 
tion occurs in lines 32-37 These are certainly cvx- 
treme examples, they come in a passage which is 
so hastily expressed that 1t appears to be an aftea- 
thought designed to meet certain practical difficul- 
ties , and I have obseived no exact parallel to them 
But the general practice of 1ebutting the validity of a 
syllogism by selecting conciete examples (however 
natural and unobjectionable 1t may be τῇ itself) 
suggests a tendency to look for objective thuth in the 
conclusion The careful discussion of the possibility 
of drawing α true conclusion fiom false premisses 
(An Pr II nu-1v) may peihaps pomt in the same 
dis ection 

Elsewhere, too, Aristotle seems to emphasize the 
apodeictic function of the syllogism by regarding the 
conclusion as something distinct fiom the premisses 
rathe: than as potentially latent in them The very 
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definition of syllogism in 24 Ὁ 18 stresses the former 
a pect ind throughout the caily chapters of daz Pr 
I, when he 35 cst iblishing the valid moods of the three 
feme he procecds by taking diffeicnt pairs of pie- 
misscs ind then consideiing what conclusion if any 
ean be diiwn fiom them Of course this 1s quite 
k »itimatc, but it 1s one-sided , and it comes almost 
as a surprise when in ch wu ad jin he reverses the 
process and analyses the conclusion into its premisses 
\loreover, he 1s led to change his normal practice 
heic by a special motive the desire to show that a 
problematic conclusion can be drawn either from two 
piublematic premisses οἱ from one problematic and 
one assertouic premuss Here again the section in 
question has the an of an afterthought , at least 1t 1s 
curious that the point was not raised before Itis a 
similar failure to 1¢gaid the syllogism as a coherent 
whole that lcads to the e110rs which I have noted on 
sib@Qandi7 Itis only fair, however, to add that in 
An Pr II νὰ, especially 67 a 33-b 11, the true iela- 
tion of cunclusion to premisses is m ide quite explicit 


The Modal Analysts and its defects 


The whole section (dz Pr I vui-sxu) on modal 
s\llogisms shows signs of superficial treatment It 
seems clear to me that Aristotle ether found this 
part of his theory unsatisfactory and left 1t mcom- 
plete (we hnow fiom Alexander and various scholia 
that Theophrastus and Eudemus lost no time τῇ 
modifying it) , οἱ that he merely sketched 1t m out- 
line and gave the tash of working it out in detail to 
his pupils The latter hy pothesis is attractive, sce 
τὸ would account better for the lack of prope: syn- 
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thesis, but in default of linguistic or stylistic evidence 
it can only be enteitained as a remote possibility 

In the first place Aristotle neve: makes clear what 
he means by the apodeictic, asseitorie and proble- 
matic relations It 1s practically certain that he con- 
siders the distinction to be grounded upon something 
objective, yet he uses the same terms “ animal ’ and 
“man ” in 25 a 25, 26a8,b7, and 28 a 32 to illustrate 
an assertouic, and in 30a 94, Ὁ 998 31 Ὁ 41, 32 Ὁ 6 ete 
to illustiate an apodeictic relation One might sup- 
pose the analysis of p1emusses as apodeictic, assertoric 
and problematic to refer to the predication of the 
definitory genus or differentia, of the property, and of 
the accident , but the only evidence for this corre- 
spondence seems to ben 43 b6 ff The association 
of the accident with problematic predication might 
peihaps also be infe11ed from a comparison of Topics 
102b6 with dn Pr 32b10 Butitis aserious defect 
that so important 2 point should receive no espheit 
treatment, and the omission 1 itself justifies us in 
supposing that the modal system was never brought 
to perfection 

The whole question of the problematic relation 1s 
very difficult, and we can hardly acquit Aristotle of 
enteitaining inconsistent views about it Three con- 
ceptions of the “ possible ’ appear in the Analytics 
(1) That which is not impossible This of course ex- 
cludes neither the actual no the necessary (25 a 38) 
(2) That which is neither umpossible nor necessary, 
2e that which 15 neither necessarily so nor necessarily 
not so This still does not exclude the assertoric re- 
lation (cf 34 a 36-38), though it 1s doubtless generally 
intended to do so It 1s the “ definition ᾿᾿ to which 
Aristotle frequently refers (83 b 23, 30 ete), and 
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which undcrles the main development of the modal 
inilyas But we also find (24 Ὁ 14, 32 Ὁ 4) the pos- 
able desenmbed as (3) that which, as contrasted with the 
purt ly contingent, obtains generally but not neces- 
sarily, 2e the probable It has been supposed that 
this is merely ἃ particular case of (2), that indeed it 
1, the normal case of that type, since the purely con- 
tuigent 1s outside the proper range of logical science 
Anstotle’s language (32 Ὁ 13-22) certainly suggests 
this at first sight But on this view the “ proble- 
matic conversion ’ which holds good of (2) 1s hard to 
justify If “ all A may be B”’ 1s possible gua prob- 
able ‘‘no A may be B τῷ possible only qua umprob- 
able , the two judgements diffe. fundamentally in 
implication and the substitution of one for the other 
cannot but affect the inference to be drawn Indeed 
in the ‘earlie: ’ passage (which is probably a later 
addition, Amstotle states definitely that a universal 
negitive premiss of type (3) 1s not convertible, al- 
though a similir premiss of type (2) follows the 
gencrtl rule Di Gohlke thinks (pp 73 ff) that 
Aristotle was diiven to restrict the sense of the prob- 
lematic premiss so as to preclude conversion of the 
unive1sil negative by the awl.,ard 1esults which 
would othciwise have followed mm the second figure 
Ihis seems extremely probable At least 1t seems 
obsious thit the non-convertibility of such premisses 
ought to have been demonstiated mn ch i, if the 
doctiine formed part of the original system 

An even greater mystery surrounds Aristotle’s 
attitude towards the convertibility of the particular 
negative problematic premiss The question 15 dis- 
eussed at length by both Maie: and Becker, but xt 
ean only be briefly considered here The main pomt 
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is this why is it that Aristotle, after expressly ad 
mutting its convertibility (25 b 13, Maier appears to 
overlook this statement—vrt least I cannot find that 
he refers to it), apparently never avails himself of it? 
Becher (pp 60-63) shows that while in certain of 
Maier’s examples there 1s a definite reason foi not 
employing this form of conveision, in others no such 
reason can be quoted, so that the failure to employ it 
appears to be a genuine oversight Gohlke dismisses 
the difficulty by supposing 25 Ὁ 18 to be a late addi- 
tion I cannot quite follow his theory of the de- 
velopment of Aristotle s idea of possibility 

In point of fact the problematic premiss of type 
(2) will not fit consistently mto Auistotle’s system 
One of its most awkward features is that 1t has no 
single contradictory, and so resists the process of 
pioof per zmpossibile , and som ch xv we find that it 
gives place to type (1) Itis moreover almost value- 
less for purposes of argument Why then did 
Aristotle adopt it as the normal type? Presumably 
because he felt that to call anything “ possible ” 
which was in reality necessary was an intolerable 
looseness of terminology At the same time a desire 
fo. symmetiical tripartition induced him to frame a 
system in which apodeictic and problematic should 
show a perfectly antithetical correspondence about 
the assertouxic mean ‘The attempt was bound to 
fail, because objectively there 1s no mean between 
the necessary and the not-necessary , the two con- 
ceptions together are exhaustive 

It follows that any satisfactory threefold system 
must depend upon a subjective distinction of modal- 
ity A judgement 1s apodeictic if it rests on de- 
monstiable grounds, assertoric if the fact 1s appre- 
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hended but the grounds aie unknown, and proble- 
matic if the fact τὸ 1egaided as capable of 1 ealization 
But even so the dividing line between the first two 
1) hird to draw, and the universal problematic 
judgeni nt 15 more naturally expressed as a particular 
asseitoric When we say “ all men may be white,” 
we presumably mean “some men are white some 
are not-white, but we hnow no reason why the not 
white men should necessarily exist ” 

Thus the modal analysis, which depends for its 
value upon genuine distinctions, becomes practically 
useless It was continued, with modifications, bv 
Aristotl. s ummediate successois, but being little 
more than a tormal exercise 1t fell more and moe 
into neglect 


III Manuscripts ann Orner Sources 


The chef manuscripts for this part of the Organon 
ire the following 


A Urbmas 35 saec χχτ-ὰ Ineunt 
B Marcianus 201 an 955 
© Conhmanus 393 5860 \1 
d Laurentianus 72 5 es a 
ἢ Ambrosianus L 93 saec Ἀ-ΧῚ 
f Maraanus App IV 5 an 1320 
u Basileensis F 11 21 360. Χ1- ἈΠ 
m Ambiosianus Q 87 saec ἂν 
a Angelicus C 313 ? 
e Vaticanus 1024 * satis uetustus ”’ 
1 Laurentianus 72 15 saec \1V 


Of these the first two are by far the best Bekker 
preferred A , Waitz showed that B 1s genei ally more 
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accurate, and this view 1s now generally accepted 
C 15 considerably inferior to either, but 1t sometimes 
preserves the tiue1eading Of the others only d and 
n have much indcpendent value , the rest are some- 
times of use to decide a doubtful point Light 1s also 
thrown on the text by the commentaries of Alexande1, 
Philoponus, Themistius and Pacius, and the Latin 
versions of Boethius and the uetus enterpres Latinus 

The present translation aims at pieserving some- 
thing of the effect of the orginal without too great a 
sacrifice of Enghshidiom | have tried to escape the 
anachionism of interpreting Aristotle’s meaning too 
much in the terms of contemporary logic, of which 
indeed I do not profess to have an exhaustive hnow- 
ledge , I have therefore avoided technicalities except 
such as are sanctioned by tradition, and have at- 
tempted to ex:amine the arguments, where comment 
seemed necessary, in the hght of what I conceive to 
be common sense 

Apart from the ancient commentators, the most 
helpful authorities which I have used aie Waziz’s 
admurable edition of the Organon and Maier s treatise 
(see Bibhogiaphy) I have often consulted the 
Oxford Translation , and the new French version by 
M Tricot appeared justin time fo: me to refer to 1t on 
certain pomnts I am especially obliged to Dr A 
Becke. for sending me his most instructive mono- 
graph on the modal syllogisms , to my friend and 
former colleague Dr B M Laing for discussing 
various points with me , and to Professor T M Knox 
of St Andrews University ἔοι much excellent advice 
and criticism 

I much regret that sheer lack of time has prevented 
me from doing greatei justice to a subject which has 
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received httle systematic treatment in this country 
for many vears It became appucnt, however, that 
the appe irince of this volume, ilready long overdue, 
would be indefinitely delayed if I attempted to 
cxamint ill the points which interested me, and I felt 
that 1 could not tax the patience of the editors by 
hecping it bach any longer I hope that even im its 
present form it calls attention to some points which 
hive not been noticed bcfore 
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I append a short lst of the principal editions, 
translations and works of reference which are hhely 
to be most useful to the student of the 4dnalytics 


I,DITIONS 


Since the publication of Behher s text (Berlin 1831, 
Oxford 1837) there has been only one e1itical edition 
of the Organon, that of T Waitz (Leipzig 1844-1846) 


TRANSLATIONS 


T Tayloi, London 1812, Ὁ F Owen (Bohn 
Library), London 1853, Oxford Translation (Prior 
Analytics by A J Jenkinson, Postervor Analytics by 
G Β G Mure), Oxford 1906 Posterror Analytus 
only E Poste, Oxford 1850, E 9 Bouchie, 
Oxford 1901 InFrench J B-Saint-Hilane, Panis 
1837, J Tricot, Pans 1936 In German J Η von 
Kirchmann, Heidelberg 1877, Lehre vom Schluss 
(Prior Analytics) and Lehre vom Benes (Posterior 
Analytics), Ἐ, Rolfes, Leipzig 1922 


CRITICISM AND INTERPRETATION 


H Maier, Dee Syllogisizh des Arzstoteles, Tubingen, 
1900, O Hameln, Le Systeme d’Aristote, Paris 1920 , 
F Solmsen, Die Entnachlung der aristotelischen Logik. 
und Rhetorth, 1929, J L Stocks, “The Composition of 
Aristotle’s Logical Works,” Classzcal Quarterly, 1933 
pp 115-124, A Becher, Die aristotelische Theorre der 
Moghchhettsschlusse, Berl 1922, P Gohlhe, Due 
Entstehung der aristotelischen Logth, Berlin 1936 
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Yor the benefit of those who are forgetful or who 
ne net fanulia with the mnemonic movd-names for 
the vaizous svilogisms, I give a list of them with a 
biief cxplanation 

Fug 1 (ducct) Barbara Celarent, Darn, I e110 

(indirect) Bar alipton, Celantes, Dabitis, Fape- 
smo, Frisesomorum 

lig 2 Cesare, ( τὰ sties, Festino, Baroco 

Ing 5. Darapti, Yelapton, Disamis, Datisi, Bo- 

cardo, I erison 

Fig + Biamantip, Camcnes, Dimais, Yesapo, 

Tiesison 

Phe first thiec vowels of each word show the quality 
ind quantity of the premisses and conclusion, A 
standing for the uniycisal and I for the particulai 
ifhimative, F fo. the universal and O for the particu- 
lai negitive Lhe consonants imdicate the rules for 
reduction Ihe imtial letters con1espond in every 
ease to those of the mood-names of the dnect syllo- 
gisms of the faust figure The letters which mmedi- 
ately follow the agnificant vowels give the necessary 
procedure 

in (muta) means that the premisses must be trans- 
posed 

s (sumplicitcr) means that the premiss denoted by 
the preccding vowel must be converted simply 

p (pe: aceidens) means that the premiss must be 
converted by limitation 

¢ (conversio) means that for the premuss the con- 
tiadictory of the conclusion must be substituted 
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~ A \ é / 
%4a10 J Πρῶτον εἰπεῖν περὶ τί καὶ Tivos ἐστὶν ἡ σκέψις, 
, > o~ 
ὅτι περὶ ἀπόδειξιν καὶ ἐπιστήμης ἀποδεικτικῆς 
7 A , 
εἶτα διορίσαι τί ἐστι πρότασις καὶ τί ὁρος καὶ τί 
“ \ “ 3 / 
συλλογισμός, Kal ποῖος τέλειος καὶ ποῖος ἀτελής, 
\ \ lan ’ ‘ 2 Δ Φ \ \ S ὃ 
μετὰ δὲ ταῦτα τί τὸ ἐν ὁλω εἶναι ἡ μὴ εἶναι τόδε 
ων \ \ \ t 
τυ τῶδε, καὶ τί λέγομεν TO κατὰ παντὸς ἡ μηδενὸς 
κατηγορεῖσθαι 
7 A oy > / A aN 
Πρότασις μὲν οὖν ἐστι λόγος καταφατικὸς 7 
3 \ 4 / ἊΝ. \ \ / 
ἀποφατικὸς τινὸς κατά τινος οὗτος δὲ ἡ καθόλου 
\ 39 / \ 5 a 4 \ / A A 
ἡ ἐν μέρει ἡ ἀδιόριστος λέγω δὲ καθόλου μὲν τὸ 
παντὶ ἡ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἐν μέρει δὲ τὸ τινὶ ἡ μὴ 
\ 

20 τινὶ ἡ μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἀδιόριστον δὲ TO ὑπάρχειν 
ἢ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἄνευ τοῦ καθόλου ἡ κατὰ μέρος, 
οἷον τὸ τῶν ἐναντίων εἶναι τὴν αὐτὴν ἐπιστήμην 
\ Α \ ὃ Ἁ \ > > / 

ἡ TO THY ἡδονὴν μὴ εἶναι ἀγαθόν 
Δ ,ὔ \ € 3 ὃ A / ~ 
ιαφέρει δὲ ἡ ἀποδεικτικὴ πρότασις τῆς δια- 
λ ~ / ς A 9 ὃ \ An θ 7 
εκτικῆς ὅτι ἢ μὲν ἀποδεικτικὴ λῆψις θατέρου 
,ὔ ΄- 3 / ὔ 3 3 \ 3 “. 3 Α 
μορίου τῆς ἀντιφάσεώς ἐστιν (οὐ γὰρ ἐρωτᾶ ἀλλὰ 
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I Our first duty 1s to state the scope of our inquiry, 
and to what science 1t pertains that it 1s concerned 
with demonstration, and pertains to a demonstra- 
tive science Next we must define the meaning 
of ‘ premiss’ and ‘term’ and ‘syllogism, and dis- 
tinguish between a perfect and an imperfect syllo- 
gism, and afte: this we must explain in what sense 
one term 1s said to be or not to be ‘ wholly contained ’ 
im another, and what we mean by ‘ predicated of 
all’ or ‘ of none ’ 

A premiss is an affimative or negative statement 
of something about some subject This statement 
may be universal or particular or indefinite By 
universal I mean a statement which applies to all, or 
to none, of the subject, by particular, a statement 
which apples to some of the subject, or does not 
apply to some, οἵ does not apply to all , by indefinite, 
a statement which apphes οἱ does not apply without 
reference to universality or particularity, eg, ‘ con- 
tralies are studied by the same science ’ or ‘ pleasure 
is not good ᾿ 

The premiss of demonstration diffeis from the 
premiss of dialectic in that the forme: 1s the assump- 
tion of one membei of a pan of contradictory state-- 
ments (since the demonsti ator does not ask a question 
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δά ἃ 
“(8 λαμβάνει 6 ἀποδεικνύων), ἡ δὲ διαλεκτικὴ ἐρώτησις 


ἀντιφάσεως ἐστιν οὐδὲν δὲ διοίσει πρὸς τὸ γε- 
νέσθαι τὸν ἑκατέρου συλλογισμόν καὶ γὰρ ὁ ἀπο- 
δεικνύων καὶ ὃ ἐρωτῶν συλλογίζεται λαβών τι 
κατά τινος ὑπάρχειν ἡ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ὥστε ἔσται 
συλλογιστικὴ μὲν πρότασις ἁπλῶς κατάφασις ἡ 
80 ἀπόφασίς τινος κατά τινος τὸν εἰρημένον τρόπον, 
ἀποδεικτικὴ δὲ ἐὰν ἀληθὴς ἢ καὶ διὰ τῶν ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
84 "10 ὑποθέσεων εἰλημμένη, διαλεκτικὴ δὲ πυνθανομένω 
μὲν ἐρώτησις ἀντιφάσεως, συλλογιζομένω δὲ λῆψις 
τοῦ φαινομένου καὶ ἐνδόξου, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς 
Τοπικοῖς εἰρηται 
Τί μὲν οὖν ἐστὶ πρότασις, καὶ τί διαφέρει συλ- 
λογιστικὴ καὶ ἀποδεικτικὴ καὶ διαλεκτική, δι᾿ 
lo ἀκριβείας μὲν ἐν τοῖς ἑπομένοις ῥηθήσεται, πρὸς 
δὲ τὴν παροῦσαν χρείαν ἱκανῶς ἡμῖν διωρίσθω 
\ ~ 
τὰ νῦν 
Ὅρον δὲ καλῷ εἰς ὃν διαλύεται ἡ πρότασις, οἷον 
τό τε κατηγορούμενον καὶ τὸ καθ᾽ οὔ κατηγορεῖται, 
ἡ προστιθεμένου ἡ διαιρουμένου τοῦ εἶναι καὶ μὴ 
εἶναι 
Συλλογισμὸς δέ ἐστι λόγος ἐν ὦ τεθέντων τινῶν 
20 ἕτερόν τι τῶν κειμένων ἐξ ἀνάγκης συμβαίνει τῶ 
ταῦτα εἶναι. λέγω δὲ 7H ταῦτα εἶναι τὸ διὰ ταῦτα 





* 2¢é that which 1s either self-evident or accepted as true 
for the immediate inquiry Cf An Post I ix, Topues, 
100 a 27 

° A dialectical premiss may be either the alternative 
chosen by an actual opponent in answer to a question of the 
form ‘Is X Y or not Y δ᾽ or the assumption of one alter- 
native by a person 1e1soning independently 
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but makes an assumption), whereas the latter 1s an 
answer to the question which of two contradictory 
statements 1s to be accepted This difference, how- 
ever, will not affect the fact that in either case a 
syllogism results , for both the demonstrator and the 
mteriogato1 draw a syllogistic conclusion by first 
assuming that some predicate applies or does not 
apply to some subject Thus a syllogistic premiss 
will be simply the affirmation or negation of some 
predicate of some subject, m the way already 
described , the premiss will be demonstrative if 1t 1s 
true and based upon fundamental postulates ¢ , while 
the dialectical premiss will be, for the intenogator, 
an answer to the question which of two contradictory 
statements 1s to be accepted, and ἔοι the logical 
reasoner,? an assumption of what 1s apparently tiue 
and generally accepted,—as has been stated in the 
Topics ¢ 

What 1s meant by a premiuss, and what difference 
there 1s between syllogistic, demonstrative and dia- 
lectical premisses, will be explained with exactness 
late: ὦ, but for our immediate reqmrements the 
present definition may be taken as sufficient 

By a term I mean that into which the premiss Term 
can be analysed, viz , the predicate and the subject, “ is 
with the addition or removal of the verb to be or not 
to be 

A syllogism is a form of woids in which, when 8yllogist 
certam assumptions are made, something other than °°""°* 
what has been assumed necessarily follows from the 
fact that the assumptions aie such By ‘from the 
fact that they are such’ I mean that it 1s because 


© 10448, cf also 1008 29 
¢ Demonstrative in dn Post I vi ix , dialectical in Topies 
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24 Ὁ 
~ ? A 4 
συμβαΐνειν, τὸ δὲ διὰ ταῦτα συμβαίνειν τὸ μηδενὸς 


¥ A 4 A f 1 5 
ἔξωθεν ὅρου προσδεῖν πρὸς τὸ γενέσθαι τὸ avay- 
καῖον 
“ ~ A \ 4 
Τέλειον μὲν οὖν καλῶ συλλογισμὸν τὸν μηδενὸς 
1 5 ΄ \ 
ἄλλου προσδεόμενον παρὰ τὰ εἰλημμένα πρὸς τὸ 
“Ὁ “a ων Ἁ i ? 
8 φανῆναι τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, ἀτελῆ δὲ τὸν προσδεόμενον 
3 “~ ‘\ ~ 
ἢ ἑνὸς ἡ πλειόνων, a ἐστι μὲν ἀναγκαῖα διὰ τῶν 
Α ‘4 
ὑποκειμένων ὅρων, od μὴν εἰληπται διὰ προτάσεων 
\ \ 3 Φ > Ὡ ¢ ; \ \ \ 
To δὲ ἐν ὅλω εἶναι ἕτερον ἑτέρω καὶ TO κατὰ 
“A ΄ / 
παντὸς κατηγορεῖσθαι θατέρου θάτερον ταὐτόν 
ἐστιν λέγομεν δὲ τὸ κατὰ παντὸς κατηγορεῖσθαι 
ὌΝ “- ~ a 2 > 
30 ὅταν μηδὲν ἢ λαβεῖν τῶν τοῦ ὑποκειμένου καθ 
wn \ A A 
ov θάτερον οὐ λεχθήσεται καὶ TO κατὰ μηδενὸς 
ὡσαύτως 
5 \ A “ / 7 3 \ a ¢ / 
2a II ᾿Επεὶ δὲ πᾶσα πρότασίς ἐστιν ἡ τοῦ ὑπάρχειν 
Ἃ “" 3 > / ς “ \ ~ ? f 
ἢ τοῦ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν ἡ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
é 
ὑπάρχειν, τούτων δὲ at μὲν καταφατικαὶ at δὲ 
> \ > ¢ / , - \ ~ 
ἀποφατικαὶ Kal’ ἑκάστην πρόσρησιν, πάλιν δὲ τῶν 
ὅ καταφατικῶν καὶ ἀποφατικῶν αἱ μὲν καθόλου αἱ 
3 o~ 
δὲ ἐν μέρει at δὲ ἀδιόριστοι, THY μὲν ἐν τῶ ὑπ- 
άρχειν καθόλου στερητικὴν ἀνάγκη τοῖς ὅροις ἀντι- 
7 ΗΝ 3 / e \ 9 / 9»Q> 
στρέφειν, οἷον εἰ μηδεμία ἡδονὴ ἀγαθόν, οὐδ 
9 4 3Q 4 fd ¢ 7 \ \ ‘ 5 
ἀγαθὸν οὐδὲν ἔσται ἡδονή τὴν δὲ κατηγορικὴν ἀντι- 
7 \ > “ > \ / 3 3 
στρέφειν μὲν ἀναγκαῖον, οὐ μὴν καθόλου ἀλλ 
> f πρὶ ~ 
ἐν μέρει, olov εἰ πᾶσα ἡδονὴ ἀγαθόν, καὶ ἀγαθόν 
ἰὴ ¢€ ~ 
τὸ τι εἶναι ἡδονήν τῶν δὲ ἐν μέρει τὴν μὲν κατα- 
\ 
φατικὴν ἀντιστρέφειν ἀνάγκη κατὰ μέρος (εἰ yap 
ἠδ 7 9 θό \ 3 46 ¢ 7 \ 
ἡδονή τις ἀγαθόν, καὶ ἀγαθόν τι ἔσται ἡδονή), τὴν 
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of them that the conclusion follows , and by this I 
mean that there is no need of any furthe: term to 
render the conclusion necessaly 

I call a syllogism perfect if 1t requires nothing, 
apart from what is comprised in it, to make the 
necessary conclusion apparent, imperfect if it re- 
quires one or more propositions which, although 
they necessarily follow from the terms which have 
been laid down, are not compuised in the premisses 

For one term to be wholly contained in another 1s 
the same as for the latter to be predicated of all of 
the former We say that one term 1s predicated of 
all of another when no examples of the subject can 
be found of which the other te1m cannot be asserted 
In the same way we say that one term 1s predicated 
of none of another 

II Now every premiss 15 of the form that some 
attribute apphes, or necessaiily apples, or may pos- 
sibly apply, to some subject* These thiee types 
aie divided into affirmative and negative in accoid- 
ance with each mode of attribution, and again of 
afhimative and negative premisses some aie univeisal, 
others particular and otheis indefinite In universal 
statement the negative premiss 1s necessarily convert- 
ible in its terms 6 g, if no pleasure 1s good, neither 
will anything good be pleasme, but the .ffirma-~ 
tive, though necessarily conveitible, 1s so not as a 
universal but as a particular statement eg ,if every 
pleasure 1s good, some good must also be pleasure 
In particular statements the affirmative premiss must 
be convertible as paiticular, for if some pleasure 1s 
good, some good will also be pleasure, but the 


¢ This modal analysis 1s reyected by many modern logic- 
ans Cf Introd pp 189-193 
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25 a \ 4 9 3 A > 4 9 ” 
δὲ στερητικὴν οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον οὐ yap εἰ ἀν- 
Α ᾽ὔ \ “, 
θρωπος μὴ ὑπάρχει τινὲ ζώω, καὶ ζῶον οὐχ ὑπάρχει 
τινὶ ἀνθρώπω 
Po “ , \ 
Πρῶτον μὲν οὖν ἔστω στερητικὴ καθόλου ἡ 
15 AB πρότασις εἰ οὖν μηδενὶ τῶν' Β τὸ A ὑπάρχει, 
~ \ / 4 3 / “ 
οὐδὲ τῶν A οὐδενὶ ὑπάρξει τὸ Β εἰ γάρ τινι, οἷον 
δὰ Γ 4 iA θὲ 7 A ὃ Ἁ “~ B 4 
τῷ Τ', οὐκ ἀληθὲς ἔσται τὸ μηδενὶ τῶν Β τὸ A 
ὑπάρχειν τὸ γὰρ Τ' τῶν Bri ἐστιν εἰ δὲ παντὶ 
“ ~ / 
τὸ A τῶ B, καὶ τὸ B τινὲ τῶ A ὑπάρχει εἰ γὰρ 
μηδενί, οὐδὲ τὸ A οὐδενὲ τῶ Β ὑπάρξει ἀλλ’ 
20 ὑπέκειτο παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ κατὰ 
\ δ ~ 
μέρος €orly ἡ πρότασις εἰ yap τὸ A τινὲ τῶν 
~ > / 
B, καὶ τὸ Β τινὲ τῶν A ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν εἰ 
A ~ 
yap μηδενί, οὐδὲ τὸ A οὐδενὶ τῶν Β " εἰ δέ ye 
-“" > 7 
τὸ A τινὶ τῶν B μὴ ὑπάρχει, οὐκ ἀνάγκη Kal τὸ 
“~ “ 3 
Β τινὶ τῶ A μὴ ὑπάρχειν, otov εἰ τὸ μὲν Β ἐστὶ 
“Ἄ 4 \ f ov A \ 3 
2% ζῶον τὸ δὲ A ἀνθρωπος ἄνθρωπος μὲν γὰρ οὐ 
παντὶ ζώω, ζῶον δὲ παντὶ ἀνθρώπω ὑπάρχει 
\ >» \ Ἁ } } 9" ~ 3 
III Τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ἔξει καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀναγ- 
καίων προτάσεων ἡ μὲν γὰρ καθόλου στερητικὴ 
καθόλου ἀντιστρέφει, τῶν δὲ καταφατικῶν ἑκατέρα 
9) Κατὰ μέρος εἰ μὲν γὰρ ἀνάγκη τὸ A τῶ Β μηδενὶ 
ὑπάρχειν, ἀνάγκη καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Α μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν 
? Ν \ 3 / ‘ Ἁ “ \ 2 4 
εἰ γὰρ τινὶ ἐνδέχεται, καὶ TO A τῶ B τινὶ ἐνδέχοιτο 
“ 9 ‘ 3 > 7 \ \ A \ ~ 
ἄν εἰ δὲ ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὸ A παντὶ ἡ τινὶ τῶ B 
ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ ἃ ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν 
> \ \ > / "0.9 \ 3 \ on 3 
εἰ γὰρ μὴ ἀνάγκη, οὐδ᾽ ἂν τὸ Α τινὶ τῶν Β ἐξ 
868 ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχοι τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει στερητικὸν οὐκ 
ἀντιστρέφει διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν αἰτίαν δι’ ἣν καὶ πρό- 
τερον ἔφαμεν 
1 τῷ C1, Behher 
* τῶν B ὑπαρξει codd dett 
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negative 1s not necessarily convertible , ἔοι 1t does 
not follow that 1f ‘man does not apply to some 
animal, neither will ‘ animal ’ apply to some man 

First, then, let us take a negative universal premiss @ 
having the terms A and B  Thenif A applies to no 
B,® neither will B apply to any A , for 1f1t applies to 
some, eg C, 1t will not be true that A applies to 
no B, becauseCisaB  Ifonthe othe: hand A applies 
to all B, B also apphes to some A, for τῇ 1t apples 
to none, neither will A apply to any B, but ez 
hypothe: τὸ applies to all B Similarly too if the 
premiss 15 particular For if A applies to some B, 
B must also apply to some A, since if 1t applies to 
none, neither will A apply to any Β But if A does 
not apply to some B, 1t does not necessatily follow 
that B does not apply tosome A , e g ,1f Bis‘ ammal’ 
and A ‘man , for man’ does not apply to every 
animal, but ‘ animal’ applies to every man 

ΠῚ The same principle will also obtain 1n the case Ὁ) 
of apodeictic premisses The universal negative con- *P°tte, 
verts univeisally, whereas each of the affirmatives 
conveits as apaiticular premss For if A necessarily 
applies to no B, B also necessauily apples to no A, 
fo. if τῷ may apply to some, A might also apply to 
some B But if A necessaiily apphes to all or some 
of B, B must also apply to some A , for if this 1s not 
necessarily so, neithe: will A necessarily apply to 
some Β The particular negative statement is not 
convertible, for the same 1eason which we have 
already stated °¢ 

@ Se of the assertoric type 

ὃ It must be noted that in the Anstotelian formula the 
predicate regularly comes before the subject The modern 


equivalent 1s ‘ No Bis A’ 
¢ Ch u ad jin 
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25 8 > 4 ~ 3 / 3 A --Ἐ 
Ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἐνδεχομένων, ἐπειδὴ πολλαχῶς 
λέγεται τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι (καὶ γὰρ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον 
καὶ τὸ μὴ ἀναγκαῖον καὶ τὸ δυνατὸν , ἐνδέχεσθαι 

40 λέγομεν), ἐν μὲν τοῖς καταφατικοῖς “ὁμοίως ἕξει 
κατὰ τὴν ἀντιστροφὴν ἐν ἅπασιν εἰ γὰρ τὸ A 
25 b παντὶ ἡ τινὶ τῷ B ἐνδέχεται, καὶ τὸ Β τιϊτῶ A 
ἐνδέχοιτο ἄν (εἰ γὰρ μηδενί, οὐδ᾽ ἂν τὸ Α οὐδενὶ 
τῶ B δέδεικται γὰρ τοῦτο πρότερον) ἐν δὲ τοῖς 
ἀποφατικοῖς οὐχ ὡσαύτως, ἀλλ᾽ ὅσα μὲν ἐνδέχε- 

5 σθαι λέγεται ἢ τῶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν" ἡ τῶ μὴ 
ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν, ὁμοίως οἷον εἴ τις φαίη τὸν 
ἄνθρωπον ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ εἶναι ἵππον n τὸ λευκὸν 
μηδενὶ ἱματίω ὑπάρχειν τούτων γὰρ τὸ μὲν ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης οὐχ ὑπάρχει, τὸ δὲ οὐκ ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν, 
καὶ ὁμοίως ἀντιστρέφει ἡ πρότασις εἰ γὰρ ἐν- 

10 δέχεται. μηδενὶ ἀνθρώπω. ἵππον, καὶ ἄνθρωπον 
ἐγχωρεῖ «μηδενὶ ἵππω καὶ εἰ τὸ λευκὸν ἐγχωρεῖ 
μηδενὶ ἱματίω, καὶ τὸ ἱμάτιον ἐγχωρεῖ μηδενὶ 
λευκῶ εἰ γάρ τινι ἀνάγκη, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν ἱματίω 
τινὶ ἔσται ἐξ ἀνάγκης τοῦτο “γὰρ δέδεικται πρό- 
τερον ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῆς ἐν μέρει ἀποφατικῆς 
ὅσα δὲ TH ὡς ἐπὶ πολὺ καὶ τῷ πεφυκέναι λέγεται 
ἐνδέχεσθαι, καθ' ὃν τρόπον διορίζομεν τὸ ἐνδεχό- 
μενον, οὐχ ὁμοίως ἕξει ἐν ταῖς στερητικαῖς ἄντι- 
στροφαῖς, ἀλλ᾽ ἡ μὲν καθόλου στερητικὴ πρότασις 


με 
tn 


1 umapyevw AB (μη supra lmeam praefiso) Phil, Waitz 
μὴ vTrapye rece 





¢ This is obviously a loose application of the term, and 
one which Aristotle does not always admit, cf 32a 18-91 
and De Interp 22a16 For a discussion of his treatment of 
problematic syllogism see Inhiod pp 190-192 
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With regard to possible premisses, since the term (© problen 

‘possible’ 1s used in seveial senses (for we eall * ταν ΑΝ δε 
possible both that which 1s necessary ὦ and that which 
is not necessary and that which 1s capable of being), 
in all affirmative statements conversion will take place 
under the same conditions as before For if A may 
apply to all or some of B, B might also apply to some 
A, for if τὸ could apply to none, neithe: could A 
apply to any Β This has been proved above ® But 
in negative statements the case 15 not the same In 
all examples which aie said to be possible in the 
sense that the statement 1s necessarily true, or is not 
necessarily true, the conditions are similar to those 
already stated, eg, if 1t weie said to be possible 
that a man should not be a horse, or that ‘ white’ 
should apply to no coat For in the forme: example 
the predicate necessarily does not apply to the sub- 
ject, and in the latter 1t does not necessarily apply , 
and the premiss converts like other negatives For 
if 1t 1s possible for ἡ horse ’ to apply to no man it 15 
also possible for ‘man’ to apply to no hoise, and 
uf it is possible for ‘white to apply to no coat, 
it is also possible for ‘coat’ to apply to nothing 
white For τῇ 1t must apply to something that 1s 
white, “white will also necessarily apply to some 
coat this has been proved above® Similar con- 
ditions govern the conversion of particular negative 
premisses 

But in such premisses as are said to be possible in 
the sense that they are generally or naturally true 
(for we define the possible in this way), the conditions 
for the conversion of negatives will not be the same 
as before The universal negative premiss does not 


> 95a 18 ff ° 25a 32 
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οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει, ἡ ἡ δὲ ἐν μέρει ἀντιστρέφει τοῦτο 
δὲ ἔσται φανερὸν ὅταν περὶ τοῦ ἐνδεχομένου 
λέγωμεν 

Noy δὲ τοσοῦτον ἡμῖν ἔστω πρὸς τοῖς εἰρημένοις 
δῆλον, ὅτι τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι “μηδενὶ ἡ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
καταφατικὸν ἔ ἔχει τὸ σχῆμα τὸ γὰρ ἐνδέχεται TO 
ἔστιν ὁμοίως τάττεται, τὸ δὲ ἔστιν, οἷς ἂν προσ- 
κατηγορῆται, κατάφασιν ἀεὶ ποιεῖ καὶ πάντως, 
οἷον τὸ ἔστιν οὐκ ἀγαθόν ἢ ἔστιν οὐ λευκόν ἡ 
ἁπλῶς τὸ ἔστιν οὐ τοῦτο δειχθήσεται δὲ καὶ τοῦτο 
διὰ τῶν ἑπομένων κατὰ δὲ τὰς ἀντιστροφὰς 
ὁμοίως ἕξουσι ταῖς ἄλλαις 

IV Διωρισμένων δὲ τούτων λέγομεν ἤδη διὰ 
τίνων καὶ πότε καὶ πῶς γίγνεται πᾶς συλλο- 
γισμός ὕστερον δὲ λεκτέον περὶ ἀποδείξεως 
πρότερον δὲ περὶ συλλογισμοῦ λεκτέον ἡ περὶ 
ἀποδείξεως διὰ τὸ καθόλου μᾶλλον εἶναι τὸν 
συλλογισμόν ἡ μὲν γὰρ ἀπόδειξις συλλογισμός τις, 
ὁ συλλογισμὸς δὲ οὐ πᾶς ἀπόδειξις 

Ὅταν οὖν ὅροι τρεῖς οὕτως ἔχωσι πρὸς ἀλλήλους 
ὥστε τὸν ἔσχατον ἐν ὅλω εἰναι τῶ μέσω καὶ τὸν 
μέσον ἐν ὅλω τῶ πρώτω ἢ εἶναι ὴ μὴ εἶναι, 
ἀνάγκη τῶν ἄκρων εἶναι συλλογισμὸν τέλειον 
καλῶ δὲ μέσον μὲν ὃ καὶ αὐτὸ ἐν ἄλλω καὶ 
ἄλλο ἐν τούτω ἐστίν, 6 καὶ TH θέσει γίγνεται μέσον 
ἄκρα δὲ τὸ αὐτό τε ἐν ἄλλω ov καὶ ἐν ὦ ἀλλο 
ἐστίν εἰ γὰρ τὸ Α κατὰ παντὸς τοῦ Β καὶ τὸ 

κατὰ παντὸς τοῦ T', ἀνάγκη τὸ A κατὰ παντὸς 
τοῦ Τ' κατηγορεῖσθαι πρότερον γὰρ εἴρηται πῶς 

* Chs xm ff δ Ch xlvi 


¢ In the Posterior Analytics 
4 24 Ὁ 28 
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convert, wheieas the particular negative does This 
will become clear when we discuss the possible @ 

For the present we may regard this much as clear, 
in addition to what we have already said _ that the 
statement it 1s possible for A to apply to no B’ or 
‘not to apply to some B’ 15 affirmative in form , for 
the expression ‘1s possible ’ corresponds to ‘1s,’ and 
the word ‘1s,’ to whatever te:ms it 1s attached in 
predication, has always and without exception the 
effect of affirmation eg, ‘1s not good’ or ‘1s not 
white’ or in general is not X’ This also will be 
proved late:® In respect of conversion these pre- 
musses will be goveined by the same conditions as 
other affirmatives 

IV Having drawn these distinctions we can now Figures and 
state by what means, and when, and how every oie a 
syllogism 1s effected Afterwards we must deal with 
demonstiation® The reason why we must deal with 
the syllogism before we deal with demonstration 1s 
that the syllogism 1s more untyeisal , for demonstra- 
tion 1s a kind of syllogism, but not every syllogism 
is a demonstration 

When three terms are so related to one anothei The First 
that the last is wholly contammed in the middle and F'8" 
the middle 1s wholly contained τῇ or excluded fiom the 
first, the extremes must admut of perfect syllogism 
By ‘middle term’ I mean that which both 1s con- Middle 
tained mn another and contains another in itself, and *™ 
which is the middle by its position also, and by 
‘extiemes ’ (a) that which 1s contained in another, gxtreme 
and (6) that in which anothe1 1s contamed = For sf A) Boin 
is predicated of all B, and B of all C, A must neces- premusses 
sarily be predicated of all C We have already Bute 
explained ὦ what we mean by saying that one term 
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25 b \ Ἁ ‘ ἢ 2 , Ν Α > 4 
40 τὸ κατὰ παντὸς λέγομεν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ TO 


2681 μὲν A κατὰ μηδενὸς τοῦ Β τὸ δὲ Β κατὰ παντὸς 
τοῦ I’, ὅτι τὸ A οὐδενὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρξει 
Ei δὲ τὸ μὲν πρῶτον παντὶ τῶ μέσω ὑπάρχει, τὸ 
δὲ μέσον μηδενὶ τῶ ἐσχάτω ὑπάρχει, οὐκ ἔσται 
συλλογισμὸς τῶν ἄκρων οὐδὲν γὰρ ἀναγκαῖον 
δουμβαΐνει τῶ ταῦτα εἶναι καὶ γὰρ παντὶ καὶ 
μηδενὶ ἐνδέχεται τὸ πρῶτον τω ἐσχάτω ὑπάρχειν, 
ὥστε οὔτε τὸ κατὰ μέρος ovTe τὸ καθόλου 
γίγνεται ἀναγκαῖον μηδενὸς δὲ ὄντος ἀναγκαίου 
διὰ τούτων οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός ροι τοῦ 
παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον---ἄνθρωπος---ἰἶππος, τοῦ μη- 
devi ζῶον---ἀνθρωπος---λίθος 
10 Οὐδ᾽ ὅταν μήτε τὸ πρῶτον τῶ μέσω μήτε τὸ 
μέσον τῶ ἐσχάτω μηδενὶ ὑπάρχη, οὐδ᾽ οὕτως ἔσται 
συλλογισμός ὅροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν ἐπιστήμη--- 
γραμμή---ἰατρική, τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἐπιστήμη--- 
γραμμή---μονάς 
Καθόλου μὲν ovv ὄντων τῶν ὅρων δῆλον ἐν 
τούτῳ τῶ σχήματι πότε ἔσται καὶ πότε οὐκ ἔσται 
16 συλλογισμός, καὶ ὅτι ὄντος τε συλλογισμοῦ τοὺς 
ὅρους ἀναγκαῖον ἔχειν ὡς εὔπομεν, av θ᾽ οὕτως 
ἔχωσιν, ὅτι ἔσται συλλογισμός 
Ei δ᾽ 6 μὲν καθόλου τῶν ὅρων 6 δ᾽ ἐν μέρει 
πρὸς τὸν ἕτερον, ὅταν μὲν τὸ καθόλου τεθῇ πρὸς 
τὸ μεῖζον ἄκρον ἡ κατηγορικὸν ἢ στερητικόν, 
τὸ δὲ ἐν μέρει πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον κατηγορικόν, 
0 ἀνάγκη συλλογισμὸν εἶναι τέλειον, ὅταν δὲ πρὸς 
τὸ ἔλαττον ἢ καὶ ἄλλως πως ἔχωσιν οἵ ὅροι, 
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is predicated of all of another Similarly too if A 
15 predicated of none of B, and B of all of C, 1t follows 
that A will apply to no C 

If, however, the first term applies to all the middle, 
and the middle to none of the last, the extremes 
cannot admit of syllogism , for no conclusion follows 
necessarily from the fact that they are such, since 1t 
is possible for the first term to apply either to all or 
to none of the last, and so neither a particular nor a 
univeisal conclusion necessarily follows , and if no 
necessary conclusion follows fiom the premisses there 
ean be no syllogism The positive relation of the 
extremes may be illustrated by the terms animal— 
man—horse , the negative relation by animal—man 
—stone 

Again, when the first apphes to none of the middle, 
and the middle to none of the last, here too there can 
benosyllogism The positive relation of the extremes 
may be illustrated by the terms science—lne—medi- 
cme , the negative relation by science—lhne—unit 

Thus if the teims are in a universal 1elation it 15 
clear, so far as this figure 1s concerned, when theie 
will be a syllogism and when there will not It 1s 
clea: also that if the re 1s a syllogism the terms must 
be 1elated as we have said , and that if they are so 
related, there will be a syllogism 

If, however, one of the (extreme) terms 1s in a 
universal and the other 1n a particular 1elation to 
the remaining term, when the universal statement, 
whether affiimative οἱ negative, refers to the majon 
term, and the particular statement 1s affiiamative and 
refers to the mimor term, there must be a perfect 
syllogism , but when the universal statement refers 
to the mimor term, or the terms are related mm any 
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26 a 
ἀδύνατον λέγω δὲ μεῖζον μὲν ἄκρον ἐν ὦ τὸ 
μέσον ἐστίν, ἔλαττον δὲ τὸ ὑπὸ τὸ μέσον ὄν 
ὑπαρχέτω γὰρ τὸ μὲν Α παντὶ τῶ Β, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ 
τῶ Τ᾽ οὐκοῦν εἰ ἔστι παντὸς κατηγορεῖσθαι τὸ 
95 ἐν ἀρχῆ λεχθέν, ἀνάγκη τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ 'ν ὑπάρχειν. 
καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν Α μηδενὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει τὸ δὲ B τινὶ 
τῷ 18: ἀνάγκη τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Τ' μὴ ὑπάρχειν ὥρισται 
γὰρ καὶ τὸ κατὰ μηδενὸς πῶς λέγομεν ὥστε ἔσται 
συλλογισμὸς τέλειος ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ ἀδιόριστον 
ey τὸ ΒΓ κατηγορικὸν ov ὁ γὰρ αὐτὸς ἔσται συλ- 
80 λογισμὸς ἀδιορίστου τε καὶ ἐν μέρει ληφθέντος 
"Hav δὲ πρὸς τὸ έλαττον a ἄκρον τὸ καθόλου τεθῇ 
ἢ κατηγορικὸν ἢ στερητικόν, οὐκ ἔσται συλλο- 
γισμός, οὔτε καταφατικοῦ οὔτε ἀποφατικοῦ τοῦ" 
ἀδιορίστου ὴ κατὰ μέρος όντος, οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν A 
τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει ἡ μὴ ὑπάρχει, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ 
β τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχει ὅροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν ἀγαθόν---ἕξις---- 
φρόνησις, τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἀγαθόν--ἐξις--ἀμαθία 
άλιν εἰ τὸ μὲν B “μηδενὶ τῶ D, TO δὲ A τινὶ 
τῷ Β ὑπάρχει ἡ μὴ ὑπάρχει ἢ μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχει, 
οὐδ᾽ οὕτως ἔσται συλλογισμός ὁροι λευκόν--- 
ἵππος---κύκνος, λευκόν---ἰἶππος---κόραξ οἱ αὐτοὶ 
δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ ΑΒ ἀδιόριστον 
88» Οὐδ᾽ ὅταν τὸ μὲν πρὸς τῶ μείζονι ἄκρω καθόλου 
γένηται ἡ κατηγορικὸν ἡ στερητικόν, τὸ δὲ πρὸς 
τῷ ἐλάττονι στερητικὸν κατὰ μέρος, οὐκ ἔσται συλ- 


1 sod ἢ, αι οὔτε 








4 Aristotle’s wording is a little unfortunate He does not, 
of course, mean that the relation of the major to the middle 
or of the middle to the minor term 15 always that of genus to 
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other way, this 1s ampossible (By the major teim Wajor and 
I mean that τῷ which the middle τς contamed and by terms 
the minor that which falls under the middle te1m 4) 
Io. let A apply to all B, and Bto some C Then τῇ Dam 
‘to be predicated of all’ means what we stated at 
the beginning,? A must apply to some C And if Ferto 
A apphes to no B, but B applies to some C, A must 
necessaiily not apply to some C (we have also defined 
what we mean by ‘to be predicated of none’*) Thus 
we shall have a peifect syllogism Similarly too sup- 
posing the proposition BC to be indefinite, provided 
that 1t 1s affirmative, for we shall have the same 
sj llogism whether BC 1s indefinite οἱ particulai 

If, however, the universal statement, whether ra- 
affimative or negative, refeis to the minon teim, 94- 
there will be no syllogism, whethe: the mdefinite (or 
paiticular) statement 15 affirmative or negative, eg, 
if A apphes οἱ does not apply to some B, and B applies 
to allC The positive relation of the extremes may 
be illustrated by the terms good—state—intelligence, 
the negative ielation by good—state—agnoiance 

Again, if B applies to no C, and A apphes to some, 18- 
οἱ does not apply to some or all of B, mm this case °® 
too there will be no syllogism We may take as 
te1ms w hite—ho1se—swan, white—ho1se—crow The 
same terms will also serve if the proposition AB 1s 
indefinite 

Furthermore, when the statement relating to the 
major teim 1s universal, whethei affirmative οἱ nega- 
tive, and that relating to the minor is negative and 
particular, there will be no syllogism, whether the 


specics, but merely that the predicate 1s natually a more 
comprehensive notion than the subject 
b 24 b 28 & 24 Ὁ 30 
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λογισμὸς ἀδιορίστου τε καὶ ἐν μέρει ληφθέντος, 
οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν Α παντὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει, τὸ δὲ 

τινὶ τῶ Γ μή, ἡ εἰ μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχει ὦ γὰρ αν 
τινι μὴ ὑπάρχη τὸ μέσον, τούτω καὶ παντὶ καὶ 
οὐδενὶ ἀκολουθήσει τὸ πρῶτον ὑποκείσθωσαν 
γὰρ οἱ ὅροι ζῶον--ἀνθρωπος--λευκόν εἶτα καὶ 
ὧν μὴ κατηγορεῖται λευκῶν 6 ἄνθρωπος εἰλήφθω 
κύκνος καὶ χιών οὐκοῦν τὸ ζῶον. τοῦ μὲν παντὸς 


10 κατηγορεῖται τοῦ δὲ οὐδενός, ὥστε οὐκ ἔσται 


15 


20 


μ᾿) 


συλλογισμός πάλιν τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ Β 
ὑπαρχέτω, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' μὴ ὑπαρχέτω, καὶ 
οἱ ὅροι ἔστωσαν αἀψυχον--ἀνθρωπος---λευκόν εἶτα 
εἰλήφθωσαν, wv μὴ κατηγορεῖται λευκῶν ὁ dy- 
θρωπος, κύκνος καὶ χιών τὸ γὰρ ἄψυχον τοῦ μὲν 
παντὸς κατηγορεῖται τοῦ δὲ οὐδενός 
τι ἐπεὶ ἀδιόριστον τὸ τινὲ τῶ LT τὸ Β μὴ 

ὑπάρχειν, ἀληθεύεται δὲ καὶ εἰ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχει καὶ 
εἰ μὴ παντὶ ὅτι τινὶ οὐχ ὑπάρχει, ληφθέντων δὲ 
τοιούτων ὁρων ὥστε μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν οὐ γίγνεται 
συλλογισμός (τοῦτο γὰρ εἰρηται πρότερον), φανερὸν 
οὖν ὅτι τῶ οὕτως ἔχειν τοὺς ὅρους οὐκ ἔσται 
συλλογισμός ἣν γὰρ ἂν καὶ ἐπὶ τούτων ὁμοίως 
δὲ δειχθήσεται καὶ εἰ τὸ καθόλου τεθείη στερη- 
τικόν 

Οὐδέ γ᾽ ἐὰν “ἄμφω τὰ διαστήματα κατὰ μέρος 4 
κατηγορικῶς 7 στερητικῶς, ἢ τὸ μὲν “κατηγορικῶς 
τὸ δὲ στερητικῶς λέγηται, ἢ τὸ μὲν ἀδιόριστον 
τὸ δὲ διωρισμένον, ἡ ἄμφω ἀδιόριστα, οὐκ έσται 
συλλογισμὸς οὐδαμῶς ὁροι δὲ κοινοὶ πάντων 
ζῶον--λευκόν. --ἴππος, ζῶον--λευκόν.---λίθος 

Φανερὸν οὖν ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὡς ἐὰν ἢ συλ- 
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maior premuss 15 indefinite or particular, eg,if A \0- 
applies to all B, and B does not apply to some or all 
of C, for where the middle term does not apply to 
some of the mio, the major term may be associated 
with all or with none of the minor Let us assume 
the terms anmal—man—white , next as examples of 
white things of which ‘man’ 15 not predicated let 
us take ‘swan’ and ‘snow’ ‘Then ‘ animal’ is predi- 
cated of all the former, but of none of the latte: 
Thus there will be no syllogism Again, let A apply 
to no B, and let C not apply to some B, let the te:ms 
be manimate—man—white , next take as examples 
of white things of which ‘man’ 15. not predicated 
‘swan’ and snow ‘Inanmate’ 15 predicated of 
all the latte., but of none of the former 

Furthei, since the statement “ B does not apply to 
some C’ is indefinite, and the statement is tiue 
whethe1: B applies to no C or does not apply to all C, 
and since when such terms are chosen that B apples 
to no C, we get no syllogism (this has been stated 
above *) it is obvious that with the terms in this 
relation there will be no syllogism , otherwise there 
would have been one withthe terms which we selected 
There will be a similar proof if the universal statement 
is taken as negative 

Also, 1f both the attributive relations are particulaz, (3) Other 
and both affirmative or both negative, or one affirma- (om>N? 
tive and the other negative , or if one is ndefimte and renundey 
the other definite , οἱ if both are mdefimte τῷ no 00- 
case will there be a syllogism Terms applicable to δ)" 
all these cases are amimal_—white—horse or ammal—~ 
white—stone 

It 1s evident, then, from what we have said, that 


*26a2 


ΒΡ 


O~ 
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= λογισμὸς ἐν τούτω TH σχήματι κατὰ μέρος, ὅτι 
ἀνάγκη τοὺς ὅρους οὕτως ἐχειν ὡς εἴπομεν 
ἄλλως γὰρ ἐχόντων οὐδαμῶς γίγνεται δῆλον δὲ 
καὶ ὅτι πάντες of ἐν αὐτῶ συλλογισμοὶ τέλειοί 
80 εἰσι πάντες γὰρ ἐπιτελοῦνται διὰ τῶν ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
ληφθέντων καὶ ὅτι πάντα τὰ προβλήματα δείκνυται 
διὰ τούτου τοῦ σχήματος καὶ γὰρ τὸ παντὶ καὶ 
τὸ μηδενὶ καὶ τὸ τινὶ καὶ τὸ μή τινι ὑπάρχειν 
καλῶ δὲ τὸ τοιοῦτον σχῆμα πρῶτον 
V Ὅταν δὲ τὸ αὐτὸ τῶ μὲν παντὶ τῶ δὲ 
8 μηδενὶ ὑπάρχη, ἡ ἑκατέρω παντὶ ἡ μηδενί, τὸ μὲν 
σχῆμα τὸ τοιοῦτον καλῶ δεύτερον, μέσον δὲ ἐν 
αὐτῶ λέγω τὸ κατηγορούμενον ἀμφοῖν, ἄκρα δὲ 
καθ᾽ ὧν λέγεται τοῦτο, μεῖζον δὲ ἄκρον τὸ πρὸς 
τῶ μέσω κείμενον, ἔλαττον δὲ τὸ πορρωτέρω τοῦ 
μέσου τίθεται δὲ τὸ μέσον ἔξω μὲν τῶν ἄκρων, 
πρῶτον δὲ τῆ θέσει 
18 Τέλειος μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμὸς οὐδαμῶς 
ἐν τούτω τῶ σχήματι, δυνατὸς δ᾽ ἔσται καὶ καθ- 
ὅλου καὶ μὴ καθόλου τῶν ὅρων ὄντων καθόλου 
μὲν οὖν ὄντων ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ὅταν τὸ μέσον 
τῷ μὲν παντὶ τῶ δὲ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχη, ἂν πρὸς 
ὃ ὁποτερωοῦν ἢ τὸ στερητικόν ἄλλως δ᾽ οὐδαμῶς 
κατηγορείσθω γὰρ τὸ Μ τοῦ μὲν Ν μηδενὸς του 
δὲ H παντός ἐπεὶ οὖν ἀντιστρέφει τὸ σπερητικόν, 
οὐδενὶ τῶ Μ ὑπάρξει τὸ N τὸ δέ ye M παντὶ τῶ 
EH ὑπέκειτο wore τὸ Ν οὐδενὶ τῶ ΒΞ τοῦτο γὰρ 
δέδεικται πρότερον πάλιν εἰ τὸ Μ τῶ μὲν Ν 
10 παντὶ τῷ δὲ H μηδενί, οὐδὲ 7H’ H τὸ Ν οὐδενὶ 
¢€ / 3 \ \ 2 A a ? \ , ν-Φΐ| 
ὑπάρξει εἰ yap τὸ Μ οὐδενὶ τῷ H, οὐδὲ τὸ 5 


τῶ Ξ το N A’, Philoponus (5), Waitz τὸ N τῷ E mn, 
Trendelenburg τὸ Ξ τῶ N BCdf 
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a7 a 
οὐδενὶ τῶ Μ τὸ δέ γε M παντὶ τῶ N ὑπῆρχεν τὸ 


nom 
ἄρα Ξὶ οὐδενὶ τῷ N ὑπάρξει γεγένηται γὰρ πάλιν 
4 
TO πρῶτον σχῆμα ἐπεὶ δὲ ἀντιστρέφει τὸ στε- 
ρητικόν, οὐδὲ τὸ N οὐδενὶ τῶ EH ὑπάρξει, ὥστ᾽ 
3 ¢ % Ἀ f 7 Ἅ ? 
ἔσται 6 αὐτὸς συλλογισμός ἐστι δὲ δεικνύναι 
18 ταῦτα καὶ εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον ἄγοντας 
Ὅ \ > ? λλ \ ͵ ? , 
τι μὲν οὖν γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς οὕτως ἐχόν- 
των τῶν ὅρων, φανερόν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τέλειος οὐ γὰρ 
7 " ~ 3 3 “~ 3 A \ $ é 3 
μόνον ἐκ τῶν ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐξ ἄλλων ἐπι- 
τελεῖται τὸ ἀναγκαῖον 
"Rav δὲ τὸ Μ παντὸς τοῦ Ν καὶ τοῦ E κατ- 
ἡ "ορῆται, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός ὁροι τοῦ ὑπο 
x» ἄρχειν οὐσία---ζῶον---ἄνθρωπος, τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
»- 5 
οὐσία---ζῶον--ἀριθμός μέσον οὐσία οὐδ᾽ ὅταν 
μήτε τοῦ Ν μήτε τοῦ EK μηδενὸς κατηγορῆται τὸ Μ 
“a 7 »»- on, 
ὅροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν γραμμή---ζὥον---ἄνθρωπος, τοῦ 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν γραμμή---ζῶον--λίθος 
ανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἂν ἢ συλλογισμὸς καθόλου τῶν 
ὅρων ὄντων, ἀνάγκη τοὺς ὄρους ἔχειν ὡς ἐν ἀρχῇ 
4 
2 εἴπομεν ἄλλως γὰρ ἐχόντων οὐ γίγνεται τὸ ἀναγ- 
Καῖον 
"Bid de x 4 ? “ ῥ & ’ 
av δὲ πρὸς τὸν ἔτερον ἢ καθόλου τὸ μέσον, 
ὅταν μὲν πρὸς τὸν μείζω γένηται καθόλου ἢ κατ- 
“--οἼ ‘ - ἣ 
ηγορικῶς ἡ στερητικῶς, πρὸς δὲ τὸν ἐλάττω κατὰ 
μέρος καὶ ἀντικειμένως τῶ καθόλου (λέγω δὲ τὸ 





4 Sc which proves the conclusion Both Cesare and 
Camestres are proved by Celarent 

> By assuming in each case the contiadictory of the con- 
clusion, viz, that N applies to some O, and combining this 
with the major premiss The resulting 5. llogisms (in Ferio 
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to no Ὁ, O will apply to no Μ'ὶ But ex hypothe: M 
apphes to all N Therefore O will apply to no N, 
for again we have the first figure And since the 
negative statement 1s convertible, N will also apply 
to no O Thus it will be the same syllogism as 
before * It 1s also possible to prove these results by 
reduction ad wnposszbile ὃ 

Thus it 1s evident that with the terms τῇ this rela- 
tion we get a syllogism, but not a perfect one, 
because the necessary conclusion 1s completed not 
only by means of the original premisses but by others 
as well 

If, however, M 1s predicated of all N and all O, aa- 
there can be no syllogism The positive relation of 
the extremes is illustrated by the terms substance— 
animal—man , the negative relation by substance— 
animal—number (substance 1s the middle term) Nor 
ean there be a syllogism if M 1s predicated of no N 
and of no O The positive relation of the extremes BE- 
15 Ulustrated by the texms lime—animal—man , the 
negative relation by lhne—ani:mal—stone 

Thus it is evident that if there 1s a syllogism where 
the terms are universally related, the terms must be 
1elated as we stated at the beginning’ for if they 
are otherwise related no conclusion follows by logical 
necessity 

If on the other hand the middle te:m 15 universally (2) One 
related to one of the others, when it 1s im a universal παι ϑαζοδὶ 
relation, either positive or negative, to the major particulas 
term, and in a particular :elation in the opposite sense rn 
to that of the unr ersal relation (by ‘in the opposite 


and Darn) give conclusions which are incompatible with the 
respective minor premisses 
© 27a3 
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a7 a 3 ? 3 \ \ θ si ? 4 3 
80 ἀντικειμένως, EL μὲν TO καθόλου στερητικόν, TO ἐν 


μέρει καταφατικόν εἰ δὲ κατηγορικὸν τὸ καθόλου, 
τὸ ἐν μέρει στερητικόν), ἀνάγκη γίγνεσθαι συλ- 
λογισμὸν στερητικὸν κατὰ μέρος εἰ γὰρ τὸ Μ τῶ 
μὲν Ν μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Ξ' τινὶ ὑπάρχει, ἀνάγκη τὸ Ν 
τινὶ τῶ EH μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἐπεὶ γὰρ ἀντιστρέφει τὸ 
στερητικόν, οὐδενὶ τῶ M ὑπάρξει τὸ N τὸ δέ γε 
M ὑπέκειτό τινι τῶ Ξὶ ὑπάρχειν ὥστε τὸ Ν τινὶ τῶ 
E οὐχ ὑπάρξει γίγνεται γὰρ συλλογισμὸς διὰ τοῦ 
πρώτου σχήματος πάλιν εἰ τὸ μὲν Ν παντὶ τῶ Μ 
τῶ δὲ EH τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχει, ἀνάγκη τὸ Ν τινὶ τῶ Ξὶ 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν εἶ γὰρ παντὶ ὑπάρχει κατηγορεῖται δὲ 
215 καὶ τὸ Μ παντὸς τοῦ N, ἀνάγκη τὸ Μ παντὶ τῶ & 
ὑπάρχειν ὑπέκειτο δὲ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν καὶ εἰ τὸ 
M τῷ μὲν N παντὲ ὑπάρχει τῶ δὲ ΒΞ μὴ παντί, 
ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ὅτι od παντὲ τῶ Ξὶ τὸ Ν᾽ ἀπό- 
δειξις δ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ ἐὰν δὲ τοῦ μὲν Ξὶ παντὸς τοῦ 
δὲ N μὴ παντὸς κατηγορῆται, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογι- 
σμός όροι ζῶον--οὐσία---κόραξ, ζῶον---λευκόν--- 
κόραξ οὐδ᾽ ὅταν τοῦ μὲν Ξὶ μηδενὸς τοῦ δὲ N 
τινός ὅροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον---οὐσία---μονάς, τοῦ 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον--οὐσία---ἐπιστήμη 
ταν μὲν οὖν ἀντικείμενον ἢ τὸ καθόλου τῶ κατὰ 
10 μέρος, είρηται πότ᾽ ἔσται Kal πότ᾽ οὐκ ἔσται 
συλλογισμός ὅταν δὲ ὁμοιοσχήμονες Wow at προ- 
τάσεις, οἷον ἀμφότεραι στερητικαὶ ἡ καταφατικαΐ, 
οὐδαμῶς ἔσται συλλογισμός ἔστωσαν γὰρ πρῶτον 
στερητικαΐ, καὶ τὸ καθόλου κείσθω πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον 


8 


ς 


] 
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Ἃ Viz in Ferio, 26 ἃ 25 
> In point of fact it is the same syllogism There is no 
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sense ’ I mean thatif the universal relation is negative 
the particula: relation 15 positive, and wice versa) to 
the minoi term, the result must be a syllogism which 
is negative and paiticular EE g,1f M applies to no Festino 
N but to some O, 1t must follow that N does not apply 
tosome Ὁ For since the negative statement 1s con- 
vertible, N will apply to no M_ But ex hypothes: M 
applies to some O, and so N will not apply tosomeO , 
for we get a syllogism by means of the first figure ¢ 
Again, if M applies to all N, but does not apply to Baroco 
some O, τὸ must follow that N does not apply to some 
O For τὸ apphes to all, and M 1s predicated of all 
N, M must apply to all O But ex hypothes: 1t does 
not apply to some And if M applies to all N but 
not to all O, there will be a syllogism to the effect 
that N does not apply toallO The proof 1s the same 
as before® If, however, M 1s predicated of all O oa- 
but not of all¢ N, there will be no syllogism Terms 
to illustrate this case are animal—substance—crow, 
animal—white—crow Noi will there be a syllogism 
when M is predicated of no O but of some Ν᾽ The 
positive relation of the extremes may be ilustiated tn- 
by the terms animal—substance—umit , the negative 
relation by animal—substance—science 

Thus we have stated under what conditions there 
will οὐ will not be a syllogism when the universal 15 
Pposité in sense to the particular statement When 
the premisses are similar in form,2ze both negative 
or both affimative, there will in no case be a syllogism 
Let us first take them both as negative, and let the Eo- 
universal relation belong to the major term , viz , let 


real distinction between ‘ M does not apply to some O’ and 
‘M does not apply to all O’ 
5.426 notof some N , ef previous note 


221 


ARISTOTLE 
810 


ν᾿» 


- q - 
ἄκρον, οἷον τὸ Μ 7 μὲν Ν μηδενὶ rd δὲ EH τινὶ 
\ 4 
15 μὴ ὑπαρχέτω ἐνδέχεται δὴ καὶ παντὶ καὶ μηδενὶ 
“ ~ 4 4 é 
τῷ Ξὶ τὸ Ν ὑπάρχειν cpor τοῦ μὲν μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
κι ow Α 7 
μέλαν---χιών---ζὧον τοῦ δὲ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν οὐκ 
“ »“ τ" Ἁ 7 
ἔστι λαβεῖν, εἰ τὸ Μ τῶ Ξ τινὶ μὲν ὑπάρχει τινὶ δὲ 
μή εἰ γὰρ παντὶ τῶ BH τὸ Ν τὸ δὲ Μ μηδενὶ τῶ 
Ν, τὸ Μ οὐδενὶ τῶ Ξ' ὑπάρξει ἀλλ᾽ ὑπέκειτο τινὶ 
ao ΄-Ο Font 7 
a0 ὑπάρχειν οὕτω μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἐγχωρεῖ λαβεῖν ὄρους, 
3 4 “w μι 7 7 3 \ 4 > fa 
ἐκ δὲ τοῦ ἀδιορίστου δεικτέον ἐπεὶ yap ἀληθεύεται 
4 4 4 ¢ f A “-ς — 4 3 A 
τὸ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν τὸ M τῷ HK καὶ εἰ μηδενὶ 
¢ by 4 4 6 ᾽ὔ 3 “ 
ὑπάρχει, μηδενὶ δὲ ὑπάρχοντος οὐκ ἣν συλλο- 
γισμός, φανερὸν ὅτι οὐδὲ νῦν ἔσται 
; 
Πάλιν ἔστωσαν κατηγορικαΐ, καὶ τὸ καθόλου 
4 ¢ é 2 Ἃ ~ \ \ ~ 
κείσθω ὁμοίως, οἷον τὸ M τῶ μὲν Ν παντὶ τῶ 
δὲ = Ὰ g ? > ? 67, q ~ νὰ t 
é RK τινὶ ὑπαρχέτω ἐνδέχεται δὴ τὸ N τῶ & καὶ 
παντὶ καὶ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν ὅροι τοῦ μηδενὶ ὑπ- 
ἄρχειν λευκόν---ούκνος---᾿λίθος τοῦ δὲ παντὶ οὐκ 
“. , 
ἔσται λαβεῖν διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν αἰτίαν ἥνπερ πρότερον, 
> 3 ? on 3 / 7 
ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ ἀδιορίστου δεικτέον 
> ‘ \ Fd 4 4 3 δ > 4 
Εἰ δὲ τὸ καθόλου πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον ἄκρον ἐστὶ 
80 καὶ τὸ M τῶ μὲν Ξ μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Ν τινὶ μὴ 
[ἡ / 3 f A ~ '»-" Α ᾿ , 
ὑπάρχει, ἐνδέχεται τὸ Ν τῶ Ξ καὶ παντὶ καὶ μη- 
δενὶ ὑπάρχειν όροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν λευκόν---ζὥον 
? ~ \ € 7 f ¢ la 
--κόραξ, τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν λευκόν---λίθος---κόραξ 
’ »-- 
εἰ δὲ κατηγορικαὶ at προτάσεις, ὅροι τοῦ μὴ 
¢ / , nn 
ὑπάρχειν λευκόν---ζῶον---χιών, τοῦ ὑπάρχειν λευκόν 
--ζῶον---κύκνος 
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M apply to no N, and not apply to some O Then 1t 
is possible both for N to apply to all O and for it to 
apply tonoO The negative relation of the extremes 
may be illustrated by the terms black—snow— 
animal, but we cannot find terms to ilustiate the 
positive universal relation, since M applies to some 
O although 1t also does not apply to some For if N 
applies to all O, and M tono N, Μ willapply tonoO, 
but ex hypothes: it applies to some Thus it 1s not 
possible to find terms under these conditions, and our 
proof must be drawn from the indefinite nature of the 
particular premiss For since it is true to say that 
M does not apply to some O τῇ it in fact applies to 
none, and we saw that when it applies to none there 
is no syllogism, evidently there will be no syllogism 
in the piesent case either 

Again, let us take the premusses as affirmative, and 
let the universal 1elation be the same as before , 26 
let M apply to all N and to some O Then 1% 15 pos- 
sible both for N to apply to all O and ἴοι 1t to apply 
tonoO Examples of teums where it applies to none 
are white—swan—stone , but 1t will be rmpossible to 
find examples where it applies to all O, for the same 
reason as before , and oui proof must be drawn fiom 
the indefinite nature of the particular premiss 

If the univeisal relation belongs to the minor term, 
16 τῇ M apphes to no O and does not apply to some 
N, 1t is possible both for N to apply to all O and ἔοι it 
to apply to no Ὁ Eaamples of terms where it does 
apply are white—animal—crow , where 1t does not 
apply, white—stone—crow If the premusses are 
affirmative, examples of terms where the 1elation of 
the extremes is negative are white—animmal—snow , 
where it 15 positive, white—animal—swan 
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3 Φανερὸν οὖν, ὅταν ὁμοιοσχήμονες ὦσιν at προ- 


τάσεις καὶ ἡ μὲν καθόλου ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει, ὅτι οὐδαμῶς 
γίγνεται συλλογισμός ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ εἴ τινι ἑκατέρῳ 
ὑπάρχει ἣ μὴ ὑπάρχει, ἢ τῷ μὲν τῶ δὲ μή, 7 
μηδετέρω" παντί, ἡ ἀδιορίστως ὅροι δὲ κοινοὶ 
πάντων λευκόν---ζὥον---ἀανθρωπος, λευκόν---ζῶον--- 
ἄψυχον 
28 ἃ Φανερὸν οὖν ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅτι ἐάν τε οὕτως 
ἔχωσιν οἵ ὅροι πρὸς ἀλλήλους ὡς ἐλέχθη, γίγνεται 
συλλογισμὸς ἐξ ἀνάγκης, ἄν τ᾽ ἢ συλλογισμός, 
ἀνάγκη τοὺς ὄρους οὕτως ἔχειν δῆλον δὲ καὶ ὅτι 
πάντες ἀτελεῖς εἰσιν οὗ ἐν τούτω τῶ σχήματι συλ- 
λογισμοί (πάντες γὰρ ἐπιτελοῦνται προσλαμβανο- 
μένων τινῶν, ἃ ἡ ἐνυπάρχει τοῖς ὅροις ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
ἡ τίθενται ὡς ὑποθέσεις, οἷον ὅταν διὰ τοῦ ἀδυ- 
νάτου δεικνύωμεν), καὶ ὅτι οὐ γίγνεται καταφατικὸς 
συλλογισμὸς διὰ τούτου τοῦ σχήματος, ἀλλὰ πάντες 
στερητικοί, καὶ οὗ καθόλου καὶ of κατὰ μέρος 
1. Ὶ ᾿Βὰν δὲ τῶ αὐτῶ τὸ μὲν παντὲ τὸ δὲ μηδενὶ 
ὑπάρχη, ἢ ἄμφω παντὶ 7 μηδενί, τὸ μὲν σχῆμα 
τὸ τοιοῦτον καλῶ τρίτον, μέσον δ᾽ ἐν αὐτῶ λέγω 
καθ᾽ ov ἄμφω τὰ κατηγορούμενα, ἄκρα δὲ τὰ κατ- 
nyopoupeva, μεῖζον δ᾽ ἄκρον τὸ πορρώτερον τοῦ 
μέσου, ἔλαττον δὲ τὸ ἐγγύτερον τίθεται δὲ τὸ 
16 μέσον ἔξω μὲν τῶν ἄκρων ἔσχατον δὲ τῆ θέσει 
Τέλειος μὲν οὖν οὐ γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς οὐδ᾽ 
ἐν τούτω τῶ σχήματι, δυνατὸς δ᾽ ἔσται καὶ καθόλου 


an 


1 und erepw u, Wartz 


@ 9% a 3-5, 26-32 
δ Aristotle has in mind the formula which he uses in 1 18, 
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Thus 1t is evident that when the premusses are 
symilar in form and when one 1s universal and the 
other particulai, in no case do we get a syllogism , (3) Other 
nor again if the middle tem apphes or does not apply fans ae 
to some of each subject, or applies to some of one premisses 
but not to some of the other, or does not apply to all oo- 
of erther, or 1s related to them indefimtely Examples (= 
of terms which are applicable to all these cases are 
white—animal—man white—animal—inanimate 

Thus it 1s evident from the foregomg analysis that 
if the terms are 1elated to one another in the manner 
described,’ a syllogism necessarily follows, and that 
if there 1s a syllogism, the terms must be thus related 
It is obvious also that all syllogisms in this figuie are 
umperfect (since they are all completed by assuming 
certain additional premisses which are eithe: neces- 
sarily implicit in the te1ms οἱ assumed as hypotheses, 
eg, when we prove ou result by 1eduction ad am- 
possibile) and that we do not get an affirmative 
syllogism by this figme , all the syllogisms aie nega- 
tive, whethe: universal οἱ particular 

VI If one of the terms applies to all und the other Thrd 
to none of the same subject, or if both terms apply to pation of 
all or none of it, I call this hind of figuie the Third , the terms 
and in it by the middle I mean that of which both 
the piedications are made, by extremes the pie- 
dicates by the major term that which 1s the middle, 
and by the minor that which 15 nearer to 1t The 
middle is placed outside the extremes, and 1s last by 
position ὃ 

Now we do not get a perfect syllogism in this figure (1) Both 


either , but there will be a vahd ὁ syllogism whether iniversal 


where P stands for the major, R for the minor and S ἴοι the 
middle te1m 6.2. 8 imperfect 
VOL I H 2 295 
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Kal μὴ καθόλου τῶν όρων ὄντων πρὸς τὸ μέσον 
καθόλου “μὲν οὖν ὄντων, ὅταν καὶ τὸ I Kat TO P 
παντὶ τῶ Σ ὑπάρχη, ὅτι τινὶ τῶ Ρ τὸ Π ὑπάρξει 
ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἐπεὶ γὰρ ἀντιστρέφει. τὸ κατηγορικόν, 
ὑπάρξει τὸ Σ τινὶ τῶ Ρ, ὥστ᾽ ἐπεὶ τῶ μὲν Σ παντὶ 
τὸ i τῶ δὲ Ρ τινὶ τὸ Σ, ἀνάγκη τὸ Il τινὶ τῷ P 
ὑπάρχειν γίγνεται yap συλλογισμὸς διὰ τοῦ πρώ- 
του σχήματος ἔστι δὲ καὶ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου καὶ 
τῶ ἐκθέσθα ποιεῖν τὴν ἀπόδειξιν εἰ γὰρ ἄμφω 
παντὶ τῶ Σ ὑπάρχει, ἂν Ang ἢ τι τῶν x ovov τὸ 
Ν, τούτω καὶ τὸ IL Kat τὸ P ὑπάρξει, ὥστε τινὶ 
Ta P τὸ Il ὑπάρξει 

Καὶ ἂν τὸ μὲν P παντὶ τῶ p> τὸ δὲ Π μηδενὶ 
ὑπάρχη, ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ότι τὸ IT τινὶ τῶ P 
οὐχ ὑπάρξει ἐ ἀνάγκης ὃ γὰρ αὐτὸς τρόπος τῆς 
ἀποδείξεως ἀντιστραφείσης τῆς προτάσεως 


ἐ0 δειχθείη δ᾽ dv καὶ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου, καθάπερ ἐπὶ 


τῶν προτέρων 

"Kav δὲ τὸ μὲν Ῥ μηδενὶ τὸ δὲ ΠῚ παντὶ ,ὑπάρχη 
τῷ Lu, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός ὅροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν 
ξῶον-- ἱππος-- ἄνθρωπος, τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον 
τ-ἀψυχον--ανθρωπος οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ἄμφω κατὰ μη- 
δενὸς τοῦ Σ λέγηται, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός 
ὅροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον--ἰἶππος--ἀψυχον, τοῦ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ἄνθρωπος---ἰππος--ἄψυχον μέσον ἄψυχον 

Φανερὸν ou καὶ ἐν τούτω τῷ σχήματι πότ᾽ 
ἔσται καὶ πότ᾽ οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμὸς καθόλου τῶν 
ὅρων ὄντων ὅταν μὲν γὰρ ἀμφότεροι οἱ ὅροι ῶσι 
κατηγορικοί, ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ὅτι τινὶ ὑπάρχει 





α In Darn, 26 a 23 

ὃ This does not, of course, mean that the conclusion 18 
apodeictic, but that τὸ follows necessarily from the premusses 
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the terms are in a univeisal 1elation to the middle or 
not If they are in a universal relation, when both P 
and R apply to all $,1t will necessarily follow that P ap- 
phes to some R, for since the affirmative statement 1s Darapta 
convertible, S will apply to some R, and so since P ap- 
phes to allS andStosome R P must apply tosomeR, 
for we get a syllogism by means of the first figure @ 
It is also possible to prove this by reduction ad am- 
ossiile, and by exposition, for where both teims 

apply to all S,1f we take one of the ὅς, ὁ g N, both P 
and R will apply to 1t, and so P will apply to some R 

Also if R applies to all 5, and P to none, there will Felapton 
be a syllogism to the effect that P necessarily ® does 
not apply to some R The method of proof 1s the 
same as before, the premiss RS bemg converted ¢ 
The 1esult could also be pioved by reduction ad 
zmpossibile, as in the former examples 

If, however, R apples to no S and P to all S, there ag- 
will be no syllogism Examples of terms where the 
relation of the extremes 1s positive are animal—horse 
—man, where it is negative, animal—inanimate— 
man Nor will there be a syllogism when both teims ΕΒ- 
are predicated of no S Examples of terms where 
the relation of the extremes 1s positive are anrmal— 
horse—inanimate , where it 1s negative, man—hoise 
—inanimate Here ‘ manimate ’ 1s the middle term 

It 1s evident, then, in this figme also when thee 
will or will not be a syllogism if the terms aie univei- 
sally related When both the teims are affimative,? 
there will be a syllogism to the effect that one extreme 


¢ This gives a svilogism in Ferio, 26 a 25 

¢ A loose and, strictly speaking, meaningless expression 
Aristotle should have said ‘ when both piemusses are affirma 
tive ° 
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88} τὸ ἄκρον τῶ ἄκρω, ὅταν δὲ στερητικοΐ, οὐκ ἔσται 
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tf > ς \ = A ς , 7 AN 
ὅταν δ᾽ ὁ μὲν ἢ στερητικὸς 6 δὲ καταφατικός, ἐὰν 
μὲν ὁ μείζων γένηται στερητικὸς ἅτερος δὲ κατα- 
φατικός, ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ὅτι τινὶ οὐχ ὑπάρχει 
τὸ ἄκρον τῶ ἄκρω, ἐὰν δ᾽ ἀνάπαλιν, οὐκ ἔσται 
‘Edy δ᾽ ὁ μὲν ἢ καθόλου πρὸς τὸ μέσον ὁ δ᾽ 
ἐν μέρει, κατηγορικῶν μὲν ὄντων ἀμφοῖν ἀνάγκη 
γίγνεσθαι συλλογισμόν, ἂν ὁποτεροσοῦν ἢ καθόλου 
τῶν ὅρων εἰ γὰρ τὸ μὲν Ῥ παντὶ τῶ Σ τὸ δὲ II 
τινί, ἀνάγκη τὸ IL τινὶ τῶ Ῥ ὑπάρχειν ἐπεὶ γὰρ 
ἀντιστρέφει τὸ καταφατικόν, ὑπάρξει TO YU τινὶ 
~ Ὁ + 9 \ A \ \ “ A \ 
τῶ Il, wor’ ἐπεὶ τὸ μὲν Ῥ παντὶ τῶ Σ τὸ δὲ Σ 
\ “κ᾿ A 4 \ o~ € / Ψ 
τινὲ τῶ II, καὶ τὸ Ῥ τινὲ τῶ IL ὑπάρξει ὥστε 
τὸ UW τιὶ τῶ Ῥ πάλι εἰ τὸ μὲν P τινὲ τῶ Σ τὸ 
\ TI \ ¢ / > 4 \ Π \ σι 
δὲ παντὶ ὑπάρχει, ἀνάγκη τὸ τινὶ τῶ Ρ 
ὑπάρχειν ὃ γὰρ αὐτὸς τρόπος τῆς ἀποδείξεως 
ἔστι δ᾽ ἀποδεῖξαι καὶ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου καὶ τῆ 
ἐκθέσει, καθάπερ ἐπὶ τῶν προτέρων 
Ἐὰν δ᾽ ὁ μὲν ἢ κατηγορικὸς 6 δὲ στερητικός, 
καθόλου δὲ ὁ κατηγορικός, ὅταν μὲν ὃ ἐλάττων ῇ 
κατηγορικός, ἔσται συ ἱογισμός εἰ γὰρ τὸ Ῥ 
παντὶ τῶ Σ τὸ δὲ i τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχει, “ἀνάγκη. τὸ 
II τινὲ τῶ Ῥ μὴ ὑπάρχειν (εἰ γὰρ παντί, καὶ τὸ Ῥ 
A “ \ \ \ “~ € / > 3 
παντὶ τῶ i, καὶ τὸ IL παντὶ τῶ Σ ὑπάρξει ἀλλ 
οὐχ ὑπῆρχεν δείκνυται δὲ καὶ ἄνευ τῆς ἀπαγωγῆς, 
ἐὰν ληφθῆ τι τῶν Σ ὦ τὸ i μὴ ὑπάρχει!) ὅταν δ᾽ 
ὁ μείζων ἢ κατηγορικός, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός, 
οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν Il παντὶ τῶ Dro δὲ P τινὶ τῶ Σ 
μὴ ὑπάρχει ὅροι τοῦ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ἔμψυχον--- 





¢ By Darn in the first figure 

» Se by converting the premiss RS, which again gives a 
syllogism in Dain 
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applies to some of the other, but when they are 
negative there will be no syllogism When one term 
is negative and the other affirmative, if the majoi 15 
negative and the other affirmative, there will be a 
syllogism to the effect that one extieme does not 
apply to some of the other, but with the opposite 
arrangement there will be no syllogism 

If, however, one of the terms 15 in a universal and (2) One 
the other in a particular elation to the middle, where toy"es*! 
both are affirmative a syllogism must follow, which- particular 
ever of the two terms 1s universal For if R apples Data 
to allS and P tosome 5, P must apply tosome R, for 
since the affirmative premiss 1s convertible, S will 
apply to some P, and so smce R applies to all S and 
S to some P, R will also apply to some P,* and so P 
will apply to some R Again, if R applies to some S Dati 
and P to 81} 5, P must apply tosome R The method 
of proof is the same as betes 6 It 15 also possible to 
prove this result by reduction ad wmpossibile and by 
exposition, Just as in the previous examples 

If one term 15 affirmative and the other negative, 
and the former 1s univeisal, when the minor term 1s 
affirmative there willbe asyllogism For if R applies Bocarda, 
to all 5, and P does not apply to some 5, 1t necessarily 
follows that P does not apply to some αὶ For if it 
applies to all ἢ, and R to all 5, P will also apply to 
all 59, but ev hypothesz τὸ does not This can also 
be proved without reduction ad wmposszbile τῇ we take 
some 5. to which P does not apply But when the so- 
major 1s affimative, there will be no syllogism, eg, 
if P apphes to all S and R does not apply to some S 
Fxamples of terms where the relation of the extremes 
ig univeisal and positive are animate—man—animal , 
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28 b 
25 ἀνθρωπος--ζ«ἁὥον τοῦ δὲ μηδενὶ οὐκ ἔστι λαβεῖν 


/ “~ \ A A “ἡ 
ὄρους, εἰ τινὶ μὲν ὑπάρχει τῶ Σ τὸ Ῥ τινὶ δὲ μή 
~ A \ A »-- 
εἰ γὰρ παντὶ τὸ Π τῶ Σ ὑπάρχει τὸ δὲ P τινὶ τῶ 
“~ \ 
Σ, καὶ τὸ Π τινὶ τῶ Ῥ ὑπάρξει ὑπέκειτο δὲ μηδενὶ 
- / / 
ὑπάρχειν ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον ληπτέον 
“A \ ¢ / 3 \ 
ἀδιορίστου yap ὄντος τοῦ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν καὶ TO 
5 “᾿ A \ ¢ / 
20 μηδενὶ ὑπάρχον ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν TUL μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
ae / 
μηδενὶ δὲ ὑπάρχοντος οὐκ ἣν συλλογισμός 
“ / 
φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι οὐκ ἐσται συλλογισμός 
Ἢ Α δ᾽ ς \ hed θ “λ “ ¢ Ὁ 
av δ᾽ 6 στερητικὸς ἢ καθόλου τῶν ὅρων, ὅταν 
“ 3 7 
μὲν ὁ μείζων ἢ στερητικὸς ὃ δὲ ἐλάττων κατη- 
7 3 Ἁ A \ 
γορικός, ἔσται συλλογισμός εἰ yap τὸ 11] μηδενὶ 
“~ ~ δ \ “~ 
τῷ Σ τὸ δὲ P τινὶ ὑπάρχει τῷ Σ, τὸ I] τινὶ τῶ P 
, \ ~ “ 
8: οὐχ ὑπάρξει, πάλιν γὰρ ἔσται τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα 
“κν f 7 
τῆς PX προτάσεως ἀντιστραφείσης ὅταν δὲ ὁ 
“ , 
ἐλάττων ἢ στερητικός, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός 
ὅροι τοῦ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον---ανθρωπος---ἄγριον, τοῦ 
“᾿. a 7 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον--ἐπιστήμη---ἄγριον μέσον év' 
ἀμφοῖν τὸ ἀγριον 
*Q> 7? > ? ‘ ἴων π᾿ 3 
Οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ἀμφότεροι στερητικοὶ τεθῶσιν, ἢ ὃ 
ξ \ / δ + 3 f / 4 ξ 3 4 
29a ὁ μὲν καθόλου ὁ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει por ὅταν 6 ἐλάττων 
ἴω A ~ 
ἢ καθόλου πρὸς τὸ μέσον, ζῶον--ἐπιστήμη--- 
“ , 
ἄγριον, ζῶον---ἀνθρωπος---ἄγριον ὅταν δ᾽ 6 μείζων, 
“- \ ~ 
τοῦ μὲν μὴ ὑπάρχειν κόραξ---χιών---λευκόν τοῦ δ᾽ 
6 “ " 3 “ > A \ \ € 7 
ὑπάρχειν οὐκ ἔστι λαβεῖν, εἰ τὸ Ῥ τινὶ μὲν ὑπάρχει 
“᾿ > ‘ δὲ \ e ? > 4 \ II \ ἴω 
τῷ Σ τινὶ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχει (εἰ γὰρ τὸ ΠῚ παντὶ τῶ 


1 vom Cm 





*2¢ on the assumption that the relation of the extremes 
is universal and negative 
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but we cannot find terms where the relation is 
umiversal and negative, smce R applies to some 5 
although it also does not apply to some Fo: if P 
apphes to all 5, and R to some 5, then P will apply 
to some R_ But ex hypothes* τὸ applies to none 
The explanation must be apprehended as in the 
former examples ὃ, for since the statement that one 
term does not apply to another 15 indefinite, 1t 1s true 
to say that that which apples to none does not apply 
to some , but we saw’ that when R applies to no 9 
there 1s no syllogism Thus it 1s evident that there 
will be no syllogism in this case 

If, however, the negative term is universal, when 
the major 1s negative and the minor affirmative, there 
will be a syllogism For if P apples to no S, and R 
applies to some S, P will not apply to some R, for 
we shall have the fist figure 4 again when the premiss 
RS is converted But when the minor term 1s 
negative there will be no syllogism Examples of 
terms where the relation of the extremes 1s positive are 
animal—man—wild , where it 1s negative, animal— 
science—wild In both cases ‘wild’ 1s the middle term 

Nor will there be a syllogism when both terms are 
taken negatively, and one 15 univeisal and the other 
particular Examples of terms when it is the mmor 
term that 1s in a universal 1elation to the middle are 
anim il—science—wild, animal—man—wild When 


Ferison, 


[- 


OH 


it is the major that 1s in this relation, examples of βο- 


terms where the relation of the extremes 1s negative 
are crow—snow—white , but where it 1s positive 
terms cannot be found, since R applies to some S 
although it also does not apply to some (for if P 


ὃ 27 Ὁ 20, 28 ¢ 28 a 30 
4 In Ferio, 26 a 25 
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~ ~ 6 / 
P τὸ δὲ Prwi τῶ Σ, καὶ τὸ Π τινὲ τῶ Σ ὑπέκειτο 
~ / 
δὲ pndevi), ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ ἀδιορίστου δεικτέον 
5 “A ς 4 \ “~ 7 € 4 4 \ 
Οὐδ᾽ ἂν ἑκάτερος Twi τῶ μέσω ὑπάρχη ἢ μὴ 
φΦ / A ¢ \ ξ ‘4 ¢ δὲ ᾿ e / Ἁ ῷ A 
ὑπάρχη, ἡ ὁ μὲν ὑπάρχη ὁ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχη, ἢ ὁ μεν 
5 3 
τινὶ ὁ δὲ μὴ παντί, ἡ ἀδιορίστως, οὐκ ἔσται συλ- 
“-Φ 7 o~ 
λογισμὸς οὐδαμῶς ὁροι δὲ κοινοὶ πάντων ζῶον--- 
~ ? 
ἄνθρωπος---λευκόν, ζῶον---αψυχον---λευκὸν 
o~ a / , 
Φανερὸν ovv καὶ ἐν τούτω TH σχήματι πότ᾽ 
3 A f 3 3 4 ? \ ; 
ἔσται καὶ πότ᾽ οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός, καὶ ὅτι 
" ld ~ Φ e *\ 7 ὔ, 
ἐχόντων τε τῶν ὅρων ὡς ἐλέχθη γίγνεται συλ- 
\ 3 > / ’ ΘΝ / > 7 
λογισμὸς ἐξ ἀνάγκης, dv τ᾽ ἢ συλλογισμός, ἀνάγκη 
\ ? oy »» A \ \ id 
τοὺς ὅρους οὕτως ἔχειν φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι 
a e ~ 
πάντες ἀτελεῖς εἶσιν ot ἐν τούτω τῶ σχήματι συλ- 
f , ~ 
λογισμοί (πάντες yap τελειοῦνται προσλαμβανο- 
μένων τινῶν) καὶ ὅτι συλλογίσασθαι τὸ καθόλου 
διὰ τούτου τοῦ σχήματος οὐκ ἔσται οὔτε στερητικὸν 
οὔτε καταφατικόν 
ΨΙΙ Δῆλον δὲ καὶ ὅτι ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς σχήμασιν, 
Ὁ A , ~ 
ὅταν μὴ γίγνηται συλλογισμός, κατηγορικῶν μὲν 
a“ ~ 3 ~ 
ἢ στερητικῶν ἀμφοτέρων ὄντων τῶν ὅρων οὐδὲν 
, ὔ “ ~ 
ὅλως γίγνεται ἀναγκαῖον, κατηγορικοῦ δὲ καὶ 
0 θόλου ληφθέ ῦ ῦ 
στερητικοῦ, καθόλου ληφθέντος τοῦ στερητικοῦ 
2 4 ij λλ \ “- λ , 3, 
ἀεὶ γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς τοῦ ἐλάττονος ἄκρου 


‘ A ~ Ὁ ~ 
πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον, οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ B ὴ 


a5 τινί, τὸ δὲ Β μηδενὶ τῷ Τ' ἀντιστρεφομένων γὰρ 


232 


PRIOR ANALYTICS, I vi-vir 


applies to all R, and R to some 5, P also applies to 
some S, but ex hypothess τῇ applies to none), the 
proof must be drawn from the indefinite natwie of 
the paiticular premiss ὦ 

Furthermore, if both terms apply or do not apply 
to some of the middle, or if one applies to some and 
the other does not, or 1f one applies to some and the 
other does not apply to all, or if they are related to 
the middle indefinitely, there will m no case be a 
syllogism Examples of terms common to all these 
cases are animal—man—white, anumal—imanimate— 
white 

Thus it 1s evident in this figure also when there will @) Other 
or will not be a syllogism , and that where the terms tions of 
are related im the manner desciibed? a syllogism Prensa’ 
necessarily follows , and that if there is a syllogism I0-, OI- 
the terms must be so related It 1s evident also that 
all the syllogisms in this figure are imperfect (since 
they are all completed by assuming certain additional 
premisses) , and that 1t will be impossible to reach a 
universal conclusion, eithe: negative or affirmative, by 
means of this figure 

VII Itis clea: also that in all the figuies, whenever General 
we get no (direct) syllogism, where the terms are both Peas ρα 
afhrmative or both negative, there 1s no necessa1y figures 
conclusion at all, but where one term 15 affirmative ate 
and the other negative, if the negative term 1s 
universal we always get a syllogism establishing a 
relation of the minor to the major extreme* Eg ,1f 
A applies to all? or some’ B, and B to no C, for if 

* Cf 27 b 20 
δ 28 a 18, 26, 28 Ὁ 5, 15, 31 
¢ The minor being the predicate and the major the subject 
¢ Fapesmo in the first, Fesapo in the fourth figure 
* Frisesomorum in the first, Fresison in the fourth figure 
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~ ? 3 7 A Τ' x ~ A \ oe f 
τῶν προτάσεων ἀνάγκη τὸ TD τινὶ τῶ A μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
΄-ὦ 2 > A Ἁ 
ὁμοίως δὲ κἀπὶ τῶν ἑτέρων σχημάτων ἀεί yap 
“ ~ / ΄ὰ 
γίγνεται διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς συλλογισμός δῆλον 
δὲ καὶ ὅτι τὸ ἀδιόριστον ἀντὶ τοῦ κατηγορικοῦ τοῦ 
7 \ 
ἐν μέρει τιθέμενον τὸν αὐτὸν ποιήσει συλλογισμὸν 
3 a / 
ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς σχήμασιν 
\ \ of / ¢ 3 λ “A vA 4 
Φανερὸν δε καὶ ὅτι πάντες οἱ ἀτελεῖς συλλογισμοὶ 
~ ~ ’ a av i 
τελειοῦνται διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος ἢ yap 
“᾿ ~ / 
δεικτικῶς ἡ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου TEpaivovTaL πάντες 
ἀμφοτέρως δὲ γίγνεται τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα, δεικ- 
»“" “ > ~ 
τικῶς μὲν τελειουμένων, OTL διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς 
3 3 \ A ~ 
ἐπεραίνοντο πάντες, ἡ δ᾽ ἀντιστροφὴ τὸ πρῶτον 
“᾿ “ / 
ἐποίει σχῆμα, διὰ δὲ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου δεικνυμένων, 
“ o 4 ; 
ὅτι τεθέντος τοῦ ψευδοῦς ὁ συλλογισμὸς γίγνεται 
διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος οἷον ἐν TH τελευταίω 
\ “~ 
σχήματι, εἰ τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ 1" ὑπάρχει, 
ὅτι τὸ Α τινὲ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει εἰ γὰρ μηδενί, τὸ δὲ 
\ ~ Ἰ 5 ‘ o \ 3 >; “κ᾿ , 
Β παντὶ τῶ VP, οὐδενὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ A ἀλλ᾽ ἣν παντί 
ξ ὔ 4 \ > ἃ on », 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
wv \ \ 9 “a 7 λ \ 
Kort δὲ καὶ ἀναγαγεῖν πάντας τοὺς συλλογισμοὺς 
3 ~ 7) 
εἰς τοὺς ἐν τῶ πρώτω σχήματι καθόλου συλλογι- 
σμούς οἱ μὲν γὰρ ἐν τῶ δευτέρω φανερὸν ὅτι δι᾽ 
ἐκείνων τελειοῦνται, πλὴν οὐχ ὁμοίως πάντες, ἀλλ᾽ 


ξ , “~ “- 
sot μὲν καθόλου τοῦ στερητικοῦ ἀντιστραφέντος, 


“- δ᾽ 3 / ς / \ ~ > A > [4 
τῶν δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ἑκάτερος διὰ τῆς εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον 
> “~ ~ € 
ἀπαγωγῆς οἱ δ᾽ ἐν τῶ πρώτω οἱ κατὰ μέρος 
3 “- \ ~ 
ἐπιτελοῦνται μὲν Kal δι αὑτῶν, ἔστι δὲ Kal διὰ 





¢ In erther case we get by conversion C applies to no B 
B apples to no A 

C does not apply 

tosome A (Fer10) 

ὃ In the second and third figures this 1s effected simply by 
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the premisses are converted it necessarily follows that 
C does not apply to some A? Simuilaily too in the 
other figures, for we always get a syllogism by the 
process of conversion? It 1s obvious also that in all 
the figures if the particular affirmative 1s replaced by 
the indefinite the result will be the samc syllogism 

It 1s evident also that all umperfect syllogisms aie an 
completed by means of the fist figure For all the Pa eee 
conclusions are reached either by demonstration or ee 
by reduction ad zmpossibile, and τῇ both cases we get mn the 
the first fguie im the case of those which are com- “st figure 
pleted by demonstration because, as we have seen, all 
the conclusions 816 reached by means of conveision, 
and the conversion produces the first figure, and in 
the case of those which are demonstrated by reduc- 
tion ad empossibrle because if a false premiss 15 assumed 
we get the syllogism by means of the first figure 
E g,1n the last figure, 1f A and B apply to all C, we 
get a syllogism ὁ to the effect that A applies to some 
B, for if τὸ applies to no B, and B apphes to all Ὁ, 
A apphes to no C But ex hypothesis 1t applies to all 
C Similarly too in the othe cases 

It 1s possible also to reduce all syllogisms to the All 
universal syllogisms τῷ the first figure Those m the S7josums 
second figure are obviously completed by then help, to the 
but not allin a simila1 manner the univeisal syllo- eyllomanis 
gisms are completed by the conversion of the negative ¢f the fist 
statement, and each of the particular ones by a reduc- ~ 
tion ad ampossibile The particular syllogisms m the 
first figuie are indeed completed by means of them- 
selves, but 1t 1s possible also to prove them by means 


transposing the premisses AE gives Cesare and Felapton , 
E gives Festmo and Ferison 
¢ In Darapti 
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τοῦ δευτέρου σχήματος δεικνύναι εἰς ἀδύνατον ἀπ- 
ἄγοντας, οἷον εἰ τὸ Α παντὶ τῷ Β τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ 
τῷ Τ', ὅτι τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Τ᾽ εἰ γὰρ μηδενί, TH δὲ 
B παντί, οὐδενὶ τῶ T τὸ Β ὑπάρξει τοῦτο yap 
ἴσμεν διὰ τοῦ δευτέρου σχήματος ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ 
ἐπὶ τοῦ στερητικοῦ ἔσται ἡ ἀπό εἰξις εἰ γὰρ τὸ 
Α μηδενὶ τῶ Bro δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Γ ὑπάρχει, τὸ A 
τινὶ τῶ r οὐχ ὑπάρξει εἰ γὰρ παντί, τῶ δὲ Β 
μηδενὶ ὑπάρχει, οὐδενὶ τῶ ᾿ τὸ Β ὑπάρξει τοῦτο 
δ᾽ ἣν τὸ μέσον σχῆμα ὥστ᾽ ἐπεὶ οἱ μὲν ἐν τῶ 
μέσω σχήματι συλλογισμοὶ πάντες ἀνάγονται. εἰς 
τοὺς ἐν τῶ πρώτω καθόλου συλλογισμούς, οἱ δὲ 
κατὰ μέρος ἐν τῶ πρώτω εἰς τοὺς ἐν τῶ μέσω, 
φανερὸν ὅτι καὶ οἱ κατὰ μέρος ἀναχθήσονται εἰς 
τοὺς ἐν τῶ πρώτω σχήματι καθόλου συλλογισμούς 

Οἱ δ᾽ ἐν τῶ τρίτω καθόλου μὲν ὄντων τῶν ὅρων 
εὐθὺς ἐπιτελοῦνται δι᾿ ἐκείνων τῶν συλλογισμῶν, 
ὅταν δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ληφθῶσι, διὰ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλ- 
λογισμῶν τῶν ἐν TO πρώτω σχήματι οὔτοι δὲ 
ἀνήχθησαν εἰς ἐκείνους, ὥστε καὶ οἱ ἐν τῶ τρίτω 
σχήματι οὗ κατὰ μέρος φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι πάντες 
ἀναχθήσονται εἰς τοὺς ἐν τῶ πρώτω σχήματι 
καθόλου συλλογισμούς 

Oe μὲν οὖν τῶν συλλογισμῶν ὑπάρχειν ἡ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν. δεικνύντες εἰρηται πῶς ἔχουσι, καὶ κα 
αὑτοὺς οἱ ἐκ τοῦ αὐτοῦ σχήματος καὶ πρὸς ἀλλήλους 
οὗ ἐκ τῶν ἑτέρων σχημάτων " 

VIII ᾿Επεὶ δ᾽ ἐτερόν ἐστιν ὑπάρχειν τε καὶ ἐξ 


1 σχηματων om ἃ 





* Camestres » 26 Ὁ 34 
¢aé the universal syllogisms of the first figure 
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of the second figure if we employ 1eduction ad 
empossibile , eg , τῇ A apphes to all B, and B to some 
C, to prove that A apphes to some C For if it 
apphes to no C, but to all B, B will apply to no C, 
for we know this by means of the second figure * 
The proof will take a similar form also in the case of 
the negative relation [Ιλ if A apphes to no B, and 
B apples to some C, A will not apply to some ὦ 
For if 1t apphes to all C, but to no B, B will apply to 
no C, and this 1s of the form which we described ὃ 
as the middle figure And so since the syllogisms in 
the middle figure can all be reduced to the universal 
syllogisms in the first figure, and the particular 
syllogisms in the first figure to the universal syllo- 
gisms in the second, it 15 evident that the particular 
syllogisms (in the first figure) can also be 1educed to 
the univeisal syllogisms in that figure 

As for the syllogisms in the thud figure, when the 
terms are univeisal, they are completed directly by 
means of the syllogisms mentioned above’, but 
when the terms are particular, they are completed by 
means of the paiticula: syllogisms in the fist figme 
But these, as we have seen, can be reduced to those 
mentioned above , and therefore so can the particular 
syllogisms in the third figure Thus 1t 1s evident that 
all syllogisms can be reduced to the universal syllo- 
gisms in the first figure 

Thus we have stated, with reference to those 
sy llogisms which demonstrate that a predicate simply 
applies or does not apply to a subject, how those of 
the same figure are related among themselves, and 
how those of different figures are related to one 
another 

VIII Since ἡ to apply ’ is not the same as ‘ neces- 
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29 b 
30 ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑπάρχειν (πολλὰ 
, 


Α δ / 2 7 3 9 f \ ὃ᾽ 
γὰρ ὑπάρχει μέν, οὐ μέντοι ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὰ 
ty 2 ?, 
our ἐξ ἀνάγκης οὔθ᾽ ὑπάρχει ὅλως, ἐνδέχεται 
~ \ ¢€ 7 
δ᾽ ὑπάρχειν), δῆλον ὅτι καὶ συλλογισμὸς ἑκάστου 
) ~ 
τούτων ἕτερος ἔσται, καὶ οὐχ ὁμοίως ἐχόντων τῶν 
“ 3 3 ς ἃ 3 3 7 ¢ δ᾽ ? ¢€ 7 
ὅρων, ἀλλ᾽ 6 μὲν ἐξ ἀναγκαίων ὁ δ᾽ ἐξ ὑπαρχόντων 
2,0 δ᾽ ἐξ ἐνδεχομένων 
" “- \ 
"Earl μὲν οὖν τῶν ἀναγκαίων σχεδὸν ὁμοίως ἔχει 
- \ 
Kal ἐπὶ τῶν ὑπαρχόντων ὡσαύτως yap τιθεμένων 
τῶν ὅρων ἐν τε τῶ ὑπάρχειν καὶ τῶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
Ἁ 
ὑπάρχειν ἡ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἔσται τε καὶ οὐκ ἔσται 
804 συλλογισμός, πλὴν διοίσει τῶ προσκεῖσθαι τοῖς 
\ 
opois τὸ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν ἡ μὴ ὑπάρχειν τό 
/ 
τε yap στερητικὸν ὡσαύτως ἀντιστρέφει, καὶ TO 
ἐν ὅλω εἶναι καὶ τὸ κατὰ παντὸς ὁμοίως ἀπο- 
δώσομεν 
3 \ cas ~ 3 δ 3 4 7 
Ἐν μὲν οὖν τοῖς ἄλλοις τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον δει- 
5 χθήσεται διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς τὸ συμπέρασμα 
“" " os os 
ἀναγκαῖον ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τοῦ ὑπάρχειν ev δὲ τῶ 
7 a 
μέσω σχήματι ὅταν ἢ τὸ καθόλου καταφατικὸν τὸ 
ἐν μέρει στερητικόν, καὶ πάλιν ἐν τῶ τρίτω ὅταν 
τὸ μὲν καθόλου κατηγορικὸν τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει στερη- 
/ > δ ’ f ¢ > ’, 9 > 9 / 
τικόν, οὐχ ὁμοίως ἔσται ἡ ἀπόδειξις, ἀλλ᾽ ἀνάγκη 
3 “ 
10 ἐκθεμένους ὦ τινὶ ἑκάτερον μὴ ὑπάρχει, κατὰ 
τούτου ποιεῖν τὸν συλλογισμόν ἔσται γὰρ ἀναγ- 





* Cf note on 25a 2 

> Cf 95a5 ¢ 24b 26 

@ The sy llogisms in Baroco and Bocaido, when assertorie, 
are proved by reduction ad empossibile, ὁ 6 by assuming the 
contradictory of the conclusion which it 1s required to prove 
(27 a 38, 28b 19) But the contradictory of an apodeictic 
judgement is problematic and the combination of an apo- 
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sarily to apply ’ or ‘ possibly to apply ° (because there Assertone, 
are many predicates which apply , but not necessarily , 329%" 
and others neithe: apply necessarily nor indeed apply problematic 
at all, but τὸ 1s possible that they should apply), τὸ is” °8""™" 
clear that the syllogism also 1s different m each of 

these cases, and that the terms 816 not related in the 

same way, but that one type of syllogism 1s composed 

of apodeictic, another of asseitouic, and anothe: of 
problematic premuisses ὦ 

If the piemisses are apodeictic the conditions are, Apodeictic 
roughly spealing, thc same as when they are asser- apr 
toric When the terms are 1elated in the same way, rules for 
then both m asse1tonic and 1 apodeictic propositions, sylogisms 
whethe: affirmative οἱ negative, a syllogism will or 
Wil not result in the same way The only difference 
will be that the teams will have attached to them the 
woids ‘ necessarily x1pphes’ οἱ ᾿ necessarily does not 
apply ’ For the negative premiss conveiis in the 
same way,’ and we shall give the same explanation ὃ 
of the expression ἡ to be wholly contained in’ οἱ ‘ to 
be predicated of all ’ 

Thus in all the other cases the conclusion will be Exceptions 
shown to be necessary in the same way as m an 
asseito1ic syllogism, by means of conversion , but in 
the middle figuic, when the universal statement 1s 
affirmative and the particular negative, and agai in 
the third figure when the univeisal statement 15 
affirmative and the particular negative, the proof will 
not take the same form 4 We must take examples of 
that portion of its subject to which each predicate 
does not apply, and draw the conclusion from this , 
for with this combmation of terms we shall get a 


deictic with a problematic premiss cannot give an apodeictic 
conclusion (ch xvi) 
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Kalws ἐπὶ τούτων εἰ δὲ κατὰ τοῦ ἐκτεθέντος ἐστὶν 
ἀναγκαῖος, καὶ κατ᾽ ἐκείνου τινός τὸ γὰρ ἐκτεθὲν 
ὅπερ ἐκεῖνό τί ἐστιν “γίγνεται δὲ τῶν συλλογισμῶν 
ἑκάτερος ἐν τῶ οἰκείω σχήματι 

TX Συμβαίνει δέ ποτε καὶ τῆς ἑτέρας προτάσεως 
ἀναγκαίας ovens ἀναγκαῖον γίγνεσθαι τὸν συλλογι- 
σμόν, πλὴν οὐχ ὁποτέρας ἔτυχεν, ἀλλὰ τῆς “πρὸς 
τὸ μεῖζον ἄ ἄκρον οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν A τῶ Β ἐξ a ἀνάγκης 
είληπται ὑπάρχον (ὴ μὴ ὑπάρχον), τὸ δὲ Β τῶ 
Γ ὑπάρχον μόνον οὕτως γὰρ εἰλημμένων τῶν 
προτάσεων ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὸ Α τῶ ἣν ὑπάρξει (ὴ οὐχ 
ὑπάρξεὴ ἐπεὶ γὰρ παντὶ τῶ Β ἐξ ἁ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχει 
(7 οὐχ ὑπάρχει) τὸ Α, τὸ δὲ ΤΠ τι τῶν Β ἐστί, 
φανερὸν ὅν ναὶ πον ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἔσται θάτερον 
τούτων 

Εἰ δὲ τὸ μὲν ΑΒ μή ἐστιν ἀναγκαῖον τὸ δὲ ΒΓ 
ἀναγκαῖον, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον 
εἰ γὰρ ἔστι, συμβήσεται τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν 
ἐξ ἀνάγκης διά τε τοῦ πρώτου καὶ διὰ τοῦ 
τρίτου σχήματος τοῦτο δὲ ψεῦδος ἐνδέχεται γὰρ 
τοιοῦτον εἶναι τὸ Β ὦ ἐγχωρεῖ τὸ Α μηδενὶ ὑπ- 

Ἁ 
άρχειν ἔτι καὶ ἐκ τῶν όρων ῥανερὸν ότι οὐκ ἔσται 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον, οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν Α εἴη 
κίνησις, τὸ δὲ Β ζῶον, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ τὸ " ἄνθρωπος 
ζῶον μὲν γὰρ ὃ ἄνθρωπος ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἐστί, κινεῖται 
δὲ τὸ ζῷον οὐκ ἐξ ἀνάγκης, οὐδ᾽ ὁ ἀνθρωπος 
174 ABC τὸ B’ diu 
2 ἐστι ABA ἔσται (ἢ 





6524, we have in Baroco M necessarily applies to all N 
M necessarily does not apply to 
some O 
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necessary conclusion And if the conclusion 15 neces- 
sarily true of the selected examples, then 1t will be 
necessarily true of some of the original term, since 
that 1s identical with the selected example? Each 
of these syllogisms 1s effected in its own figure ὃ 

IX It sometimes happens that we get an apo- Ἢ πῶς 
deictic syllogism even when only one of the premusses major 
—not ether of the two indifferently, but the major Premiss ΠΩ 


premiss—is apodeictic eg, if A has been taken as gives an 
apodeictic 
necessarily applying or not applying to B, and B as gonesion 


sumply applymg to C If the piremisses are taken in a 


this way A will necessarily apply (or not apply) to C  premiss 
For since A necessarily apples (or does not apply) 182ssertoric 


First figure 
to all B, and C is some B, obviously A must also apply ΟΝ : ω 
nivers 
(or not apply) to C° syllogisms 


If, however, the premiss AB 1s not apodeictic, but 
BC 15, the conclusion will not be apodeictie If 1t 1s, 
it must follow, both by the fist and by the thnd 
figure, that A apples to some Β But this 1s false , 
for B may be such that 1t 1s possible for A to apply to 
no Β Further, it 1s also evident from a consideiation 
of the terms that the conclusion will not be apodeictic 
eg, supposing A to be ἡ motion,’ B ‘ ammal,’ and C 
“man ’ Man 15 necessarily an animal, but the animal 
is not necessaiilly moved, noris the man Similaily 


If we take part of O, P, such that M necessarily applies 
to no P and substitute this for the mimor premiss, we can 
infer that N necessarily applies to no P, 126, necessarily 
does not apply to some O Similarly with Bocardo 

> Baroco by Camestres, and Bocardo by Felapton 

¢ The argument 1s fallacious, and Bekher’s defence of 1t 
(4 TM p 39) depends upon a symbolism which obscures 
the real issue The relation of A to C cannot be apodeictic 
unless C 15 necessarily ‘some B’ Aristotle does not dis- 
tinguish clearly between assertoric and apodeictic relations, 
cf Introd p 190 
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“ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸν ein τὸ ΑΒ ἡ γὰρ 
αὐτὴ ἀπόδειξις 
"Eat δὲ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν, εἰ μὲν τὸ 
85 καθόλου € ἐστὶν ἀναγκαῖον, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔ ἔσται 
ἀναγκαῖον, εἰ δὲ τὸ κατὰ μέρος, οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον, 
οὔτε στερητικῆς οὔτε κατηγορικῆς οὐύσης τῆς 
καθόλου προτάσεως ἔστω δὴ πρῶτον τὸ καθόλου 
ἀναγκαῖον, καὶ τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ Β ὑπαρχέτω ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ 1" ὑπαρχέτω μόνον 
40 ἀνάγκη δὴ τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ Γ ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
τὸ γὰρ Τ' ὑπὸ τὸ Β ἐστί, τῶ δὲ Β παντὶ τὸ A! 
80 b ὑπῆρχεν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς 
etn ὁ συλλογισμός ἡ γὰρ αὐτὴ ἔσται ἀπόδειξις 
εἰ δὲ τὸ κατὰ “μέρος ἐστὶν ἀναγκαῖον, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἀναγκοῖον οὐδὲν γὰρ ἀδύνατον συμ- 
ὃ πίπτει, καθάπερ οὐδ᾽ ἐν τοῖς καθόλου συλλογισμοῖς 
ὁμοίως δὲ κἀπὶ τῶν στερητικῶν όροι κίνησις--- 
ζῶον---λευκόν 
Χ Ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ δευτέρου σχήματος, εἰ μὲν ἡ 
στερητικὴ πρότασίς ἐστιν ἀναγκαία, καὶ τὸ Up 
πέρασμα ἔσται ἀναγκαῖον, εἰ δ᾽ ἡ κατηγορική, οὐκ 
10 ἀναγκαῖον ἔστω γὰρ πρῶτον ἡ στερητικὴ ἀναγ- 
καία, καὶ τὸ A τῷ μὲν Β μηδενὶ ἐνδεχέσθω, τῷ 
δὲ Γ ὑπαρχέτω μόνον ἐπεὶ οὖν ἀντιστρέφει τὸ 
στερητικόν, οὐδὲ τὸ Β τῶ A οὐδενὶ ἐνδέχεται 
τὸ δὲ A παντὶ τῶ " ὑπάρχει, ὥστ᾽ οὐδενὶ τῷ D TO 
B ἐνδέχεται τὸ γὰρ I’ ὑπὸ τὸ Aé ἐστίν «ὡσαύτως 
δὲ καὶ εἰ πρὸς τῶ I τεθείη" τὸ στερητικόν εἰ γὰρ 
15 TO A μηδενὶ τῶ ἢ ἐνδέχεται, οὐδὲ τὸ ᾿ οὐδενὶ τῷ 
cyxwpel τὸ δὲ A παντὶ τῶ B ὑπάρχει, ὥστ᾽ 
τὸ Aom Β, Waitz habent post ἀναγκης dfu 
eae, Alexander, Philoponus, Themistius τεθῇ codd 
24.2 
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also if the premiss AB 1s negative, for the proof 1s the 
same 

In particular syllogisms, if the univetsal piemiss 1s 
apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic , but 
if 1t 1s the particular premuss that 1s apodeictic, the 
conclusion is not apodeictic, whether the universal 
premiss 1s negative or affirmative Let us first take 
the universal premuiss as apodeictic, and let A neces- 
sarily apply to all B, and B simply apply to some C 
Then 1t must follow that A necessarily apples to 
some C For C falls under B,2 and ex hypothe A 
apphes necessarily to all B Similarly too if the 
syllogism is negative , ἔοι the proof will be the same 
But if the particulai piemiss 1s apodeictic, the con- 
clusion will not be apodeictic , for there 1s no rmpos- 
sibility involved Gf τὸ 1s not true), just as there was 
none in the umversal syllogisms Simularly too in the 
case of negative premisses® Examples of terms are 
motion—animal—white 

X In the second figure, if the negative premiss 
is apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic , 
but not if the affirmative piemiss 1s apodeictic Fust 
let the negative premiss be apodeictic, and let it be 
impossible for A to apply to any B, but let 1t simply 
apply to C Then since the negative premiss 1s con- 
vertible, 1t 1s also impossible ἔοι B to apply to any A 
But A apples to allC Therefore B cannot apply to 
any C, for C falls undex A® The same also holds 
good if the negative statement refers to C For if 
A cannot apply to any C, neither can C apply to any 
A But A apples to all B Therefore C cannot 
ΠΕ 26 ἃ 22 note, and for the fallacy see note on 80 8 

’«é when one of the premisses 1s negative 

¢ Cf notes on 26 a 22, 30 a 15-23 
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οὐδενὶ τῶν B τὸ Γ ἐνδέχεται γίγνεται γὰρ TO 
πρῶτον σχῆμα πάλιν οὐκ ἄρα οὐδὲ τὸ Β τῷ Γ 
ἀντιστρέφει γὰρ ὁμοίως 
Ki δ᾽ ἡ κατηγορικὴ πρότασίς ἐστιν ἀναγκαία, οὐκ 


20 ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον ὑπαρχέτω γὰρ 


25 


τὸ A παντὶ τῷ Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης, τῶ δὲ Τ' μηδενὶ 
ὑπαρχέτω μόνον ἀντιστραφέντος οὖν τοῦ στερη- 
τικοῦ τὸ πρῶτον γίγνεται σχῆμα δέδεικται δ᾽ ἐν 
τῶ πρώτω ὅτι μὴ ἀναγκαίας οὔσης τῆς πρὸς τὸ 
μεῖζον στερητικῆς οὐδὲ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται 
ἀναγκαῖον, ὥστ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ τούτων ἔσται ἐξ a ἀνάγκης 
Ἔστι δ᾽ εἰ τὸ συμπέρασμά ἐστιν ἀναγκαῖον, 
“ A \ ~ \ ¢ / 3 > ‘4 
συμβαίνει τὸ Τ' τινὸ τῶ A μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
> ‘ \ ζω λ ς 7 > 3 / 2Q\ 
εἰ yap τὸ B τῶ Τ' μηδενὶ ὑπάρχει ἐξ ἀνάγκης, οὐδὲ 
4 ~ ? \ ς “ 3 3 ὔ \ 4 
τὸ Τ' τῶ Β οὐδενὶ ὑπάρξει ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὸ δέ ye 
Β τινὶ τῶ A ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν, εἰπερ καὶ τὸ Α 
παντὶ τῶ B ἐξ a ἀνάγκης ὑπῆρχεν, ὥστε TOT ἁ ἀνάγκη 


80 τινὶ τῶ A μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲν κωλύει τὸ A 


85 


Sia 


τοιοῦτον ληφθῆναι ὦ παντὶ τὸ I ἐνδέχεται ὑπ- 
άρχειν 

wv μὴ tf > ,ὔ 3} “ [χὰ A 

Ere κἂν ὅρους ἐκθέμενον εἴη δεῖξαι OTL TO συμ- 
πέρασμα οὐκ ἔστιν ἀναγκαῖον ἁπλῶς, ἀλλὰ τούτων 
ὄντων ἀναγκαῖον οἷον ἔστω τὸ A ζῶον, τὸ δὲ 

/ 4 \ / \ ¢ ,ὔ 
Β ἀνθρωπος, τὸ δὲ I λευκόν, καὶ αἱ προτάσεις 
/ > / ? / \ \ ran) \ 
ὁμοίως εἰλήφθωσαν ἐνδέχετοι yap τὸ ζῶον μηδενὶ 
evk® ὑπάρχειν οὐχ ὑπάρξει δὴ οὐδ᾽ 6 ἄνθρωπος 
? \ ~ > 3 3 3 3 7 3 / ‘ 
οὐδενὶ λευκῶ, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἐνδέχεται γὰρ 
ἄνθρωπον γενέσθαι λευκόν, οὐ μέντοι ἕως ἂν ζῶον 
μηδενὶ λευκῶ ὑπάρχη ὥστε τούτων μὲν ὄντων 
ἀναγκαῖον ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα, ἁπλῶς δ᾽ οὐκ 
ἀναγκαῖον 

Ὅ ὃ᾽ of 4 > 4% ~ 3 7 

μοίως δ᾽ ἕξει καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογι- 
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apply to any B, for we get the first figmie again , and 
so neither can B apply to C, for the premiss 1s con- 
vertible as before 

But if the affirmative premiss 1s apodeictic, the 
conclusion will not be apodeictic (1) Let A neces- 
sarily apply to all B, and let it merely apply to no C 
Then by the conversion of the negative statement we 
get the first figure, and it has been proved ἃ in the 
fust figure that if the negative major premiss 1s not 
apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic 
either Therefore τὸ will not be apodeictic in the 
present example 

(2) Further, 1f the conclusion 1s apodeictic, 1t 
follows that C necessaiily does not apply to some A 
Fo. if B necessarily applies to no ὦ, C will also 
necessarily apply to no Β But B must apply to 
some A that is if A ea hypothes: must apply to all B 
Therefore C necessarily does not apply to some A 
Theie 1s, however, no reason why A should not be so 
tahen that C may possibly apply to all of it 

(3) Further, it can be shown by talung examples of 
teims that the conclusion 1s necessary, not absolutely, 
but given ceitain conditions £ g, let A be‘ animal,’ 
B ‘man,’ and C ‘white’, and let the premisses be 
taken in the same way as before ὃ, for 1t 1s possible 
that ‘ animal’ should apply to nothmg that 1s white 
Then ‘ man ἡ too will apply to nothing that is white 
But this will not be so of necessity, for a white man 
may come into being, but not so long as ‘ animal ’ 
apples to nothing that 1s white Thus given these 
conditions the conclusion will be necessary , but it 
will not be absolutely necessary 

The same principle will obtain in the case of 


# 30a 23 ff > In 30 Ὁ 20 
Q45 


81 a 


or 


1 


QoQ 
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σμῶν ὅταν ᾿ μὲν γὰρ ἡ στερητικὴ πρότασις καθόλου 
T ἢ καὶ ἀναγκαία, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται 
ἀναγκαῖον όταν δὲ ἡ κατηγορικὴ καθόλου ἡ δὲ 
στερητικὴ κατὰ μέρος, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα 
ἀναγκαῖον ἔστω δὴ πρῶτον ἡ στερητικὴ καθόλου 
τε καὶ ἀναγκαία, καὶ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ ἐν- 
δεχέσθω ὑπάρχειν, τῶ δὲ Τ' τινὶ ὑπαργέτω ἐπεὶ 
οὖν ἀντιστρέφει τὸ στερητικόν, οὐδὲ τὸ Βτῶᾳ 
οὐδενὶ ἐνδέχοιτ᾽ ἂν ὑπάρχειν τὸ δέ γε Α τινὶ τῶ T 
ὑπάρχει wor ἐξ ἀνάγκης τινὶ τῶν Γ οὐχ ὑπάρξει 
τὸ Β πάλιν ἔστω ἡ κατηγορικὴ καθόλου τε καὶ 
ἀναγκαία, καὶ κείσθω πρὸς τῶ Β τὸ κατηγορικόν 
εἰ δὴ τὸ Α παντὶ τῶ Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχει τῶ δὲ 
Γ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχει, ὅτι μὲν οὐχ ὑπάρξει τὸ Β τινὶ 
τῷ 1, φανερόν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ot γὰρ αὐτοὶ 
ὅροι ἔσονται πρὸς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν οἵπερ ἐπὶ τῶν 
καθόλου συλλογισμῶν 

᾿Αλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ εἰ τὸ στερητικὸν ἀναγκαῖόν ἐστιν ἐν 
μέρει ληφθέν, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον 
διὰ γὰρ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἡ ἀπόδειξις 

ΧΙ Ἂν δὲ τῶ τελευταίω σχήματι καθόλου μὲν 
ὄντων τῶν ὅρων πρὸς τὸ μέσον καὶ κατηγορικῶν 
ἀμφοτέρων τῶν προτάσεων, ἐὰν ὁποτερονοῦν ἢ 
ἀναγκαῖον, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται ἀναγκαῖον 
ἐὰν δὲ τὸ μὲν ῆ στερητικὸν τὸ δὲ κατηγορικόν, 
ὅταν μὲν τὸ στερητικὸν ἀναγκαῖον ἢ, καὶ τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἐσται ἀναγκαῖον, ὅταν δὲ τὸ κατ- 
ηγορικόν, οὐκ ἔσται ἀναγκαῖον 

᾿Ἑστωσαν γὰρ ἀμφότεραι κατηγορικαὶ πρῶτον αἱ 
προτάσεις, καὶ τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῷ "Ὁ ὑ ὑπαρχέτω, 
ἀναγκαῖον δ᾽ ἔστω τὸ AT ἐπεὶ οὖν τὸ Β παντὶ 


1 νυπάρχει A 
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particular syllogisms When the negative premiss @ |... 
is universal and apodeictic, the conclusion will also s;1logisms 
be apodeictic , but when the affirmative piemiss 1s 
universal and the negative particular, the conclusion 
will not be apodeictic ‘First let the negative piemiss 
be universal and necessary, and let it be impossible 
for A to apply to any B, but let A apply to some C 
Phen since the negative premiss 1s convertible, it 1s 
also rmpossible for B to apply to any ἃ But A 
apples to some Ὁ, and so B will necessarily not apply 
to some C2 Again, let the affirmative premiss be 
universal and apodeictic, and let the affirmative 
premiss refer to B Then if A necessarily apples to 
all B, and does not apply to some C, evidently B will 
not apply to some C, but this will not be so of 
necessity The terms to demonstrate this will be the 
same as in the universal syllogisms ὃ 

Nor will the conclusion be apodeictic 1f the negative 
statement 1s apodeictic and paiticular This may be 
demonstrated by means of the same terms 

XI In the last figure, where the (extreme) terms Tinrd figure 
are in a universal relation to the middle, and both @ |...) 
premisses aie affirmative, if either statement 1s syllogisms 
apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic If, 
however, one 1s negative and the other affirmative, 
when the negative 1s apodeictic, the conclusion will 
also be apodeictic®, but when the affirmative 1s 
apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictie 

First let both premisses be affirmative, and let both 
A and B apply to all C, and let the premiss AC be 
apodeictie Then since B apphes to all C, C will also 

“ The proof breaks down, being dependent upon the 
syllogism in 30 a 21-93 > 30 b 33 


5 Actually none of these conclusions can be apodeictic, 
ef 30 a 23 note 
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81 a 
τῶ T ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ Τ' τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρξει. διὰ τὸ 


ἀντιστρέφειν τὸ acres τῶ κατὰ μέρος ὥστ᾽ εἰ 
παντὶ τῶ Γ τὸ Α ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχει καὶ τὸ Γ 
80 τῷ Β τινί, καὶ τῶ Β τινὶ ἀναγκαῖον ὑπάρχειν τὸ A 
τὸ γὰρ Bo ὑπὸ τὸ Γ ἔστιν γίγνεται οὖν τὸ πρῶτον 
σχῆμα ὁμοίως δὲ δειχθήσεται καὶ εἰ τὸ ΒΡ 
ἐστὶν ἀναγκαῖον ἀντιστρέφει γὰρ τὸ τῶ Α τινί, 
ὥστ᾽ εἰ παντὶ τῶ | τὸ Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχει, καὶ 
τῶ A τινὶ ὑπάρξει ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
Πάλιν ἔστω τὸ μὲν AT στερητικόν, τὸ δὲ ΒΡ 
8. καταφατικόν, ἀναγκαῖον δὲ τὸ στερητικόν ἐπεὶ 
ouv ἀντιστρέφει τινὶ τῶ Β τὸ T, τὸ δὲ A οὐδενὲ 
τῷ Τ' ἐξ ἀνάγκης, οὐδὲ τῶ Β τινὶ “ὑπάρξει ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης τὸ A TO yap Bo ὑπὸ τὸ Πὲἐ ἐστίν εἰ δὲ τὸ 
κατηγορικὸν ἀναγκαῖον, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα 
ἀναγκαῖον ἔστω γὰρ τὸ ΒΓ κατηγορικὸν καὶ 
40 ἀναγκαῖον, τὸ δὲ ΑΤ' στερητικὸν καὶ μὴ ἀναγκαῖον 
ἐπεὶ οῦν ἀντιστρέφει τὸ καταφατικόν, ὑπάρξει καὶ 
τὸ TV τινὲ τῶ Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης, ὥστ᾽ εἰ τὸ μὲν A 
sib μηδενὶ τῶν Γ τὸ δὲ V τινὶ τῶν Β, τὸ A τινὶ τῶν Β 
οὐχ ὑπάρξει ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐξ ἀνάγκης δέδεικται γὰρ ἐν 
τῷ πρώτω σχήματι OTL τῆς στερητικῆς προτάσεως 
μὴ ἀναγκαίας οὔσης οὐδὲ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται 
3 
ἀναγκαῖον 
Ἔτι κἂν διὰ τῶν ὅρων εἴη φανερόν ἔστω γὰρ 
5 τὸ μὲν A ἀγαθόν, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ Β ζῶον, τὸ δὲ Γ 
ἵππος τὸ μὲν οὖν ἀγαθὸν ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ ¢ ἔππω 
ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ ζῶον a ἀνάγκη παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ἀλλ᾽ 
οὐκ ἀνάγκη ζῶόν τι μὴ εἶναι ἀγαθόν, εἴπερ ἐν- 
ἔχεται πᾶν εἶναι ἀγαθόν ἢ εἰ μὴ τοῦτο δυνατόν, 
ἀλλὰ τὸ ἐγρηγορέναι ἡ, καθεύδειν ὅρον θετέον ἅπαν 
10 γὰρ ζῶον δεκτικὸν τούτων 
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apply to some B (because the universal conveits with 
the particular), so that if A must apply to all C, 
and C apples to some B, A must also apply to some 
B, for B falls under C Thus we get the first figure 
The proof will be sumlar also if the premiss BC 1s 
apodeictic , for by conversion C applies to some A, 
so that 1f B necessatily apples to all C, 1t will also 
necessarily apply to some A 

Again, let AC be negative and BC affirmative, and 
let the negative premiss be apodeictic Then since 
by conversion C applies to some B, and A necessarily 
applies to no C, A will also necessaiily not apply to 
some B, for B falls under C But if εὖ 1s the affirma- 
tive premiss that 1s apodeictic, the conclusion will not 
be apodeictic Let BC be affimative and apodeictic, 
and AC be negative and asseitoiie Then since the 
affimative premiss 1s conveitible, C will also neces- 
sarily apply to some B, so thatif A applies to no C 
and C (necessaiily) apples to some B, A will not 
apply tosome Β But this will not be so of necessity , 
for it has been proved @ in the first figure that if the 
negative piemiss 1s not apodcictic neithe: will the 
conclusion be apodeictic 

Further, this fact can be cleaily shown by taking 
examples of teams Let A be ‘good, B ‘ animal,’ 
and C‘ horse Then‘ good’ may apply to no honse, 
but ‘animal’ must apply to every horse But it 1s 
not necessary that some animal should not be good, 
since every animal may be good Or if this 1s not 
possible, let the term be taken as ‘waking’ or 
‘sleeping’, for every animal is receptive of these 
states 

« The reference 1s presumably to 30 a 32 
VOL I I 24.9 
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81 b 
Εἰ μὲν οὖν οἱ ὅροι καθόλου πρὸς τὸ μέσον εἰσίν, 


εἰρηται πότε ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον εἰ δ᾽ 
ὁ μὲν καθόλου ὃ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει, κατηγορικῶν μὲν 
ὄντων ἀμφοτέρων, ὅταν τὸ καθόλου γένηται ἀναγ- 
18 καῖον, καὶ τὸ “συμπέρασμα έσται ἀναγκαῖον ἀπό- 
δειξις, δ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ ἢ καὶ πρότερον ἀντιστρέφει γὰρ 
καὶ τὸ ἐν μέρει κατηγορικόν εἰ οὖν ἀνάγκη τὸ 
παντὶ τῷ Γ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ Α ὑπὸ τὸ Γ' ἐστίν, 
ἀνάγκη τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ A ὑπάρχειν εἰ δὲ τὸ Bro A 
τινί, Kal τὸ Α τῶ Β τινὶ ὑπάρχειν ἀναγκαῖον 
20 ἀντιστρέφει γάρ ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ ΑΓ εἴη 
ἀναγκαῖον. καθόλου ὁ ὄν τὸ γὰρ Β ὑπὸ τὸ ν ἐστίν 
Ki δὲ τὸ ἐν μέρει ἐστὶν ἀναγκαῖον, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον ἔστω γὰρ τὸ BI ἐν 
μέρει τε καὶ ἀναγκαῖον, τὸ δὲ A παντὶ τῶ T 
ὑπαρχέτω, μὴ μέντοι ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἀντιστραφέντος 
οὖν τοῦ BY τὸ πρῶτον γίγνεται σχῆμα, καὶ ἡ μὲν 
85 καθόλου πρότασις οὐκ ἀναγκαία, ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει 
ἀναγκαία ότε δ᾽ οὕτως ἔχοιεν αἱ προτάσεις, οὐκ 
ἣν τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον ὥστ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἐπὶ τού- 
τῶν ἔτι δὲ καὶ ἐκ τῶν ὅρων φανερόν ἔστω γὰρ 
τὸ μὲν Α ἐγρήγορσις, τὸ δὲ Β δίπουν, ἐφ᾽ ῶ 
δὲ τὸ ᾿ ζῶον τὸ μὲν οὖν Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' ἀνάγ- 
80 κὴ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ A τῶ Τ' ἐνδέχεται, καὶ τὸ A 
τῷ Β οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον οὐ γὰρ ἀνάγκη δίπουν τι 
καθεύδειν ἡ ἐγρηγορέναι ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ διὰ τῶν 
αὐτῶν ὅρων δειχθήσεται καὶ εἰ τὸ AT εἴη ἐν μέρει 
ν 3 ~ 
τε Kal ἀναγκαῖον 
Ei δ᾽ ὁ μὲν κατηγορικός 6 δὲ στερητικὸς τῶν 


ἃ 818 94 ff itis of course equally invalid 
δ, C applies to all 4, which by conversion gives the 
relation ‘ A applies to some δ’ 
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Thus we have stated in what circumstances the 
conclusion will be apodeictic 16 the extreme terms are 
im a universal relation to the middle Butif one term 
15 In a universal and the other in a particular relation, 
both premisses being affirmative, when the universal 
relation 1s apodeictic, the conclusion will also be 
apodeictic The proof is the same as before %, for 
the affirmative particular premuiss is also convertible 
Thus 1f B must apply to all C, and A falls unde: C,® 
B must apply to some ἃ And if B must apply to 
some A, A must also apply to some B, ἔοι the 
piemiss 1s convertible Similarly too supposing that 
the premiss AC 15 apodeictic and universal, for B 
falls under C ὁ 

If, however, τὸ 1s the paiticula: premuiss that 18 
apodeictic, the conclusion will not be apodeictic 
Let BC be particular and apodeictic, and let A apply 
to all C, but not of necessity Then by the con- 
version of BC we get the first figuie, and the univeisal 
premiss 1s not apodeictic, but the particular is Now 
we saw “that whenevei the premisses are thus related 
the conclusion is not apodeictic , and so neither will 
it be so in the present case Fuither, this fact can 
be clearly shown by taking examples ofteims LetA 
be ‘waking, and Β΄ biped,’ and C ‘ animal’ Then 
B must apply to some C, and A may apply to C, but 
A does not necessaily apply to B, for it 15 not 
necessary that a particular biped should be asleep or 
awake The pioof can be effected similaily by means 
of the same terms supposing AC to be particular and 
apodeictic 

If, however, one of the terms is positive and the 


¢ Cf previous note 
$ 30a 35,b1 ff 


25] 


(0) 
Particular 
syllogisms 


81 « 


35 


ARISTOTLE 


ὅρων, ὅταν μὲν ἢ τὸ καθόλου στερητικόν τε καὶ 
ἀναγκαῖον, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα έσται ἀναγκαῖον. 
εἰ γὰρ, τὸ A τῶ 1 μηδενὶ ἐνδέχεται, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ 
τῶ Lo ὑπάρχει, τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ Β ἀνάγκη μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
ὅταν δὲ τὸ καταφατικὸν ἀ ἀναγκαῖον τεθῆ, i) καθόλου 
ὃν ἡ ἐν ᾿ μέρει, ἢ τὸ στερητικὸν κατὰ μέρος, οὐκ 
έσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον τὰ μὲν γὰρ ἄλλα 


40 ταὐτὰ ἃ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν προτέρων ἐροῦμεν, ὅροι δ᾽ 


82 ἃ 


oH 


10 


15 


ὅταν μὲν ἢ τὸ καθόλου κατηγορικὸν ἀναγκαῖον, 
ἐγρήγορσις ---ζῶον---ἄνθρωπος, μέσον ἄνθρωπος, 
ὅταν δ᾽ ἐν μέρει τὸ κατηγορικὸν ἀναγκαῖον, ἐγρή- 
γορσις---ζῶον--λευκόν (ζῶον μὲν γὰρ ἀνάγκη τινὶ 
λευκῶ ὑπάρχειν, ἐγρήγορσις δ᾽ ἐνδέχεται μηδενί, 
καὶ οὐκ ἀνάγκη τινὶ ce μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἐγρήγορσω), 
ὅταν δὲ τὸ στερητικὸν ἐν μέρει ὃν ἀναγκαῖον ῇ, 
δίπουν---κινούμενον---ζὥον, ζῶον μέσον * 

ΧΙ] Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν οὐκ ἔστι 
συλλογισμὸς ἐὰν μὴ “ἀμφότεραι ὥσιν αἱ προτάσεις 
ἐν τῷ ὑπάρχειν, τοῦ δ᾽ ἀναγκαίου ἔστι καὶ τῆς 
ἑτέρας μόνον ἀναγκαίας οὔσης ἐν “ἀμφοτέροις δέ, 
καὶ κατα ατικῶν καὶ στερητικῶν ὄντων τῶν συλ- 
λογισμῶν, ἀνάγκη τὴν ἑτέραν πρότασιν ὁμοίαν 
εἶναι τῶ συμπεράσματι (λέγω δὲ τὸ ὁμοίαν, εἰ μὲν 
ὑπάρχον, ὑπάρχουσαν, εἰ δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον, ἀναγκαίαν) 
ὥστε καὶ τοῦτο δῆλον, ὅτι οὐκ ἔσται τὸ συμ- 
πέρασμα οὔτ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον οὔὐθ᾽ ὑπάρχον Elvan μὴ 
ληφθείσης ἀναγκαίας ὴ ὑπαρχούσης προτάσεως 

ερὶ μὲν οὖν τοῦ ἀναγκαίου, πῶς γίγνεται καὶ 

1 ζῶον μεσον αἃ3, Waitz, ita (sed ζῶον in litura) ΒΒ δίπουν 


μέσον ζῶον Ad? διπουν μέσον n μεσὸν ζῶον C, Bekker 
om u 





« ΟἹ 8148 87 Ε΄, Ὁ 90 Κὶ 
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other negative, when the universal premuiss 1s negative 
and apodeictic, the conclusion will also be apodeictic , 
for τῇ αὖ 15 rmpossible for A to apply to any C, and B 
apphes to some C, A necessarily does not apply to 
some B But when the affirmative premiss, whether 
universal or particular, or the negative particular 
premiss, 1s apodeictic, the conclusion will not be 
apodeictic The rest of the proof will be the same as 
before,* and the terms will be (1) when the universal 
affirmative premuss 1s apodeictic, waking—animal— 
man (man being the middle term), (2) when the 
affirmative apodeictic piemiss 1s particular, waking— 
animal—white (for ‘ animal ’ must apply to something 
white, but ‘ waking ’ may apply to nothing white, and 
it 1s not necessary that “ waking ’ should not apply 
to some particulai animal), (3) when the negative 
particular premiss 1s apodeictic, biped—moving— 
animal (animal being the middle term) 

XIT It is evident, then, that whereas there 1s no Deductions 
assertoric syllogism unless both piemisses aie in the ede 
assertoric mode, there 1s an apodeictic syllogism even analysis 
if only one of the premusses 15 apodeictic ® But in 
both cases, whether the syllogisms are affirmative or 
negative, one of the premisses must be similar to the 
conclusion By ‘similar’ I mean that if the con- 
clusion is assertoric the premiss must be assertoric, 
and if the conclusion 1s apodeictic the premmss must 
be apodeictic Hence this alsois clear that it will 
not be possible for the conclusion to be either apo- 
deictic or assertoric unless a premiss 1s taken as apo- 
deictic or asseitoric 

With regard, then, to the apodeictic mode of Problematic 
syllogism, how it 1s obtaimed and m what respect it 8¥’!s8™s 


δ᾽ On this fallacy see 30 a 23 note 
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τίνα διαφορὰν ἔχει πρὸς τὸ ὑπάρχον, εἴρηται 
σχεδὸν ἱκανῶς XIII περὶ δὲ τοῦ ἐνδεχομένου 
μετὰ ταῦτα λέγομεν πότε καὶ πῶς καὶ διὰ τίνων 
ἔσται συλλογισμός λέγω δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι καὶ τὸ 
ἐνδεχόμενον, ov μὴ ὄντος ἀναγκαίου τεθέντος δ᾽ 
ὑπάρχειν, οὐδὲν ἔσται διὰ τοῦτ᾽ ἀδύνατον (τὸ γὰρ 
ἀναγκαῖον ὁμωνύμως ἐνδέχεσθαι λέγομεν) ὅτι δὲ 
τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ ἐνδεχόμενον, φανερὸν ἐκ τε τῶν ἀπο- 
φάσεων καὶ τῶν καταφάσεων τῶν ἀντικειμένων 
τὸ γὰρ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἀδύνατον 
ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἀνάγκη μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἤτοι ταὐτά ἐστιν 
ἡ ἀκολουθεῖ ἀλλήλοις, ὥστε καὶ τὰ ἀντικείμενα 
τούτοις, τὸ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν καὶ οὐκ ἀδύνατον 
ὑπάρχειν καὶ οὐκ ἀνάγκη μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ἤτοι ταὐτὰ 
ἔσται ἡ ἀκολουθοῦντα ἀλλήλοις κατὰ παντὸς γὰρ 
ἡ φάσις ἡ ἡ ἀπόφασίς ἐστιν ἐσται ἄρα τὸ ἐν- 
δεχόμενον οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον καὶ τὸ μὴ ἀναγκαῖον 
ἐνδεχόμενον 

Συμβαίνει δὲ πάσας τὰς κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
προτάσεις ἀντιστρέφειν ἀλλήλαις λέγω δὲ οὐ τὰς 
καταφατικὰς ταῖς ἀποφατικαῖς, ἀλλ᾽ ὅσαι κατα- 
φατικὸν ἔχουσι τὸ σχῆμα κατὰ τὴν ἀντίθεσιν, οἵον 
τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑπάρχειν τῶ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν, 
καὶ τὸ παντὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι τῶ ἐνδέχεσθαι μηδενὶ καὶ 
μὴ παντί, καὶ τὸ τινὶ τῶ μὴ τινί τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ 
τρόπον καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἐπεὶ γὰρ τὸ ἐνδεχό- 

1 φασις ΛΒ κατάφασις 





« Cf 20a 37 

ὃ This 1s not proved by the preceding argument It 1s 
mdeed imphed there that unless avayxatov ὑπάρχειν = οὐκ 
avayKatoy μὴ umapyew It cannot be equivalent to evdeyouevoy 
ὑπαρχεν But one would expect exovlicit proof of so important 
a point, and I am therefore disposed to agree with Becher 
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differs from the assertoric, we have given, broadly 
speaking, a sufficient account XIII Next we shall 
state with regaid to the possible, when and in what 
sense and by what means we shall get a syllogism 
I call a thing possible if when, not being necessary, 
it 15 assumed to be tiue, no impossibility will thereby 
bemvolved (<I say ‘not being necessary ”) because 
we apply the term ‘ possible’ equivocally to that 
which is necessary %) That this 1s the meaning of the 
expression ‘ to be possible 15 evident if we consider 
the contradictory negations and affirmations For 
‘3t 15 not possible that 1t should apply ’ and ‘it cannot 
apply and ‘1t 1s necessary that 1t should not apply ’ 
are eithe: the same or imply one anothe: , and so 
their contradictoues, ‘it 1s possible that it should 
apply and ‘it can apply’ and ‘1t 1s not necessaiy 
that it should not apply are either the same οἱ umply 
one another , for eithe: the assertion οἱ the negation 
is predicated of every subject That which is pos- 
sible, then, will not be necessaiy , and that which 
1s not necessary will be possible ὃ 

It follows that all problematic piemisses aie con- 
veltible with one another JI mean, not that the 
affimative are convertible with the negative, but that 
all which have an affirmative form are convertible 
with their opposites eg, ‘ to be possible to apply ’ 
with ὁ to be possible not to apply and ‘ to be possible 
to apply to all ἡ with “ to be possible to apply to none ’ 
or ‘not to apply to all’, and ‘to be possible to 
apply to some ’ with ‘ to be possible not to apply to 
some’, and similarly in the remaining cases’ For 


(4 7 M 11-13) that the argument’ is the addition of a 
well-meaning pupil Maier (SyllogastcA des Aristoteles, II 
1 189-140) seems to evade tke difficulty 
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82 ἃ 
μενον οὐκ ἔστιν ἀναγκαῖον, τὸ δὲ μὴ ἀναγκαῖον 


ἐγχωρεῖ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, φανερὸν ὅτι εἰ ἐνδέχεται τὸ 
τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν, ἐνδέχεται καὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν καὶ 
40 εἰ παντὶ ἐνδέχεται. ὑπάρχειν, καὶ παντὶ “ἐνδέχεται 
82 b μὴ ὑπάρχειν. ὁμοίως δὲ κἀπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει κατα- 
φάσεων ἡ γὰρ αὐτὴ ἀπόδειξις εἰσὶ δ᾽ αἱ τοιαῦται 
προτάσεις κατηγορικαὶ καὶ οὐ στερητικαΐ τὸ γὰρ 
/ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι τῶ εἶναι ὁμοίως τάττεται, καθάπερ 
ἐλέχθη πρότερον 
5 Διωρισμένων δὲ τούτων πάλιν λέγομεν ὅτι τὸ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι κατὰ δύο λέγεται τρόπους, ἕνα μὲν τὸ 
ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ γίγνεσθαι καὶ διαλείπειν τὸ ἄναγ- 
καῖον, οἷον τὸ πολιοῦσθαι ἄνθρωπον ἡ τὸ αὐξά- 
“\ / \ 4 4 4 ς / 
νεσθαι ἢ φθίνειν, ἡ ὅλως τὸ πεφυκὸς ὑπάρχειν 
~ \ 9 “ 
(τοῦτο γὰρ οὐ συνεχὲς μὲν ἔχει τὸ ἀναγκαῖον διὰ 
10 τὸ La ἀεὶ εἶναι ἄνθρωπον, ὄντος μέντοι ἀνθρώπου 
7 ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἡ ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολύ ἐστιν), ἄλλον δὲ To 
ἀόριστον, ὁ Kal οὕτως καὶ μὴ οὕτως δυνατόν, οἷον 
\ , o~ \ A f / / 
TO βαδίζειν ζῶον 1) τὸ βαδίζοντος γενέσθαι σεισμόν, 
ἡ ὅλως τὸ ἀπὸ τύχης γιγνόμενον οὐδὲν γὰρ μᾶλλον 
15 ούτως πέφυκεν ἡ ἐναντίως ἀντιστρέφει μὲν οὗν 
καὶ κατὰ τὰς ἀντικειμένας προτάσεις ἑκάτερον τῶν 
ἐνδεχομένων, οὐ μὴν τὸν αὐτόν γε τρόπον, ἀλλὰ 
τὸ μὲν πεφυκὸς εἶναι τῶ μὴ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν 
(οὕτω γὰρ ἐνδέχεται μὴ πολιοῦσθαι ἀνθρωπονὶ, τὸ 
δ᾽ ἀόριστον τῶ μηδὲν μᾶλλον οὕτως ἡ ἐκείνως 
« 95b 9] 
> The distinction is not clearly expressed, and has nothing 
to do with necessity In the former sense the possible 1s 
probable but not necessary, and its opposite is therefore 
improbable but not impossible In the latter sense the 


possible is nerther necessary nor more probable than its 
opposite See Introd p 191 
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since the possible 1s not necessary, and that which 1s 
not necessaiy may not apply, it 1s evident that if it 
is possible for A to apply to B, it 1s also possible for 
it not to apply , and if it 1s possible for 1t to apply to 
all B, τὸ 1s also possible for τὸ not to apply to all 
Similarly too in the case of particular affimations , 
for the same proof obtains Such premises are 
affirmative, not negative, for the senses of “to be 
possible’ coriespond to those of ‘to be,’ as has been 
already stated ἃ 

Having made these distinctions clear, we may Two senses 
futher 1emarh that the expression ‘ to be possible Ὁ τ 
is used in two senses (1) to describe what generally (1) That 
happens but falls short of being necessaiy, eg, a happens 
mans becoming giey-haired or giowing οἱ wasting PSvally 
away, or in general that which 1s naturally applicable necessauly, 
to a subject (for such an attiibute has no continuous 
necessity, because a man does not always exist , but 
so long as a man exists the attribute applies to him 
either of necessity or as a general rule) , and (2) to (ὦ That 
describe the indeterminate, which 1s capable of ae 
happening both m a given way and otherwise e g , 0% docs not 
the walking of an aimmal, or the happenmg of an ditvrently 
eaithquake while it 1s walking, or in general a chance 
occuirence , for it 1s no more natual that such a 
thing should happen in one way than in the opposite 
way The possible in each of these two senses, then, 
is conveitible with its opposite premiss , not, how- 
ever, in the same way That which 1s naturally so 
converts because 1t does not necessarily apply (foi 1t 
is in this sense that 1t 1s possible for a man not to 
become grey-haired), but the mdeterminate con- 
verts because 1t happens no more in one way than in 


another ὃ 
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88 : > , \ ‘ MA \ 3 ὃ ‘ ~ 
Ἐπιστήμη δὲ καὶ συλλογισμὸς ἀποδεικτικὸς τῶν 


ι 93 ΄ ? ? A i 2» “ 4 
μὲν ἀορίστων οὐκ ἐστι διὰ τὸ ἄτακτον εἴναι τὸ 
f ~ 4 ξ΄ 2 \ 5 A ς λ / 
29 μέσον, τῶν δὲ πεφυκότων ἔστι, καὶ OXEdOV οἱ λόγοι 
Α ~ ; 2 
καὶ αἱ σκέψεις γίγνονται περὶ τῶν ovTws ἐνδεχο- 
7 ? } δ᾽ > ~ \ f 8 λ 
μένων ἐκείνων ἐγχωρεῖ μὲν γενέσθαι συλ- 
λογισμόν, οὐ μὴν εἰωθέ γε ζητεῖσθαι 
Ταῦτα μὲν οὖν διορισθήσεται μᾶλλον ἐν τοῖς 
e / ~ \ / / \ / μή 
ἑπομένοις νῦν δὲ λέγομεν πότε καὶ τίς ἔσται 
~*~ ΄ 
95 συλλογισμὸς ἐκ τῶν ἐνδεχομένων προτάσεων 
~~ ὔ “ 
’Ezret δὲ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι τόδε τῶδε ὑπάρχειν διχῶς 
3) 2 λ a \ \ “a ¢ / ὃ Vm 3 δέ 
ἔστιν ἐκλαβεῖν ἡ γὰρ ὦ ὑπάρχει τόδε ἡ ὦ ἐνδέχεται 
αὐτὸ ὑπάρχειν (τὸ γὰρ καθ᾽ ov τὸ Β τὸ A ἐν- 
7ὔ 7 ; , \ 9 “Ὁ 7 
δέχεσθαι τούτων σημαίνει θάτερον, ἡ καθ᾽ οὔ λέγε- 
ται τὸ Β ἡ καθ᾽ ou ἐνδέχεται λέγεσθαι, τὸ δὲ Kal? 
80 οὔ τὸ Β τὸ A ἐνδέχεσθαι ἡ παντὶ τῶ Β τὸ A 
ἐγχωρεῖν οὐδὲν διαφέρει") φανερὸν ὅτι διχῶς ἂν 
/ A on B \ > ὃ ; θ e / 
λέγοιτο τὸ A τῷ B παντὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑπάρχειν 
~ “ ? > > a \ ‘ ? 
πρῶτον οὖν εἰπωμεν, εἰ καθ᾽ ov τὸ Τ' τὸ Β ἐν- 
δέχεται, καὶ καθ᾽ οὔ τὸ Β τὸ Α, τίς ἔσται καὶ 
“- ’ 4 \ e / 2 7 
ποῖος συλλογισμός οὕτω γὰρ αἱ προτάσεις ἀμφό- 
͵ \ , sar Ψ ἢ 
a6 Tepat λαμβάνονται κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι, ὅταν δὲ 





¢ The middle term 15 here treated as proximate cause, 
cf An Post I 78b4, 1Π u,93a3 For the general 
sense ef Met VI (E),u, AT (K), vin, An Post I xxx 

δ There 15 no obvious fulflment of this promise Jenkin- 
son refers to An Post I vin 
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There is no scientific Lnowledge or demonstrative 
syllogism of indeterminate propositions, because the 
middle term ἃ 1s not established , but there are both 
in the case of propositions which are naturally apphi- 
cable, and, speaking broadly, it 1s with propositions 
which are possible in this sense that all discussions 
andinquiriesareconceined There canbea syllogism 
of those which are possible in the other sense, but it 
is not usually required 

These distinctions shall receive fuller treatment 
later ® Our present concern 1s to state in what 
circumstances a syllogism can be drawn from pro- 
blematic premisses, and what the nature of the 
syllogism will be 

Since the statement that 1t 1s possible ἔοι one term Two senses 
to apply to anothe: can be taken in two different of the state 
senses, viz , either that 1t may apply to a subject to my apply 
which the othe: term applies, or that 1 may apply pee 
to a subject to which the othe: term may applv (for 
the statement that A may be predicated of that of 
which B 1s predicated means one of two things either 
that 1t may be predicated of the subject of which B 
is predicated, or that τὸ may be predicated of the 
subject of which B may be piedicated, and the 
statement that A may be predicated of the subject 
of which B is predicated differs im no way from the 
statement that A may apply to all B), it 1s evident 
that there are two senses m which it can be said that 
A may apply to allB Furst, then, let us state what 
and of what kind the syllogism will be 1f B may be 
predicated of the subject of which C may be predi- 
cated, and A may be predicated of the subject of 
which B may be predicated, for in this type both 
premisses aie problematic, but when A may be 
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Kal ou τὸ Β ὑπάρχει τὸ Α ἐνδέχηται, ἡ μὲν ὑτ- 
ἄρχουσα ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδεχομένη ὥστ᾽ ἀπὸ τῶν ὁμοιο- 
σχημόνων' ἀρκτέον, καθάπερ καὶ ἐν τοῖς ἄλλοις 

ΧΙΝ Ὅταν οὖν τὸ παντὶ τῶ Β ἐνδέχηται καὶ 
τὸ Β παντὶ τῷ 1, συλλογισμὸς ἔσται τέλειος ὅτι 
τὸ A παντὶ τῶ i ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν τοῦτο δὲ 
φανερὸν ἐκ τοῦ ὁρισμοῦ τὸ γὰρ ἐνδέχεσθαι παντὶ 
ὑπάρχειν οὕτως ἐλέγομεν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν 
A ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ TH B τὸ δὲ B παντὶ τῷ ὅτι 
τὸ A ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ τῷ Τ' τὸ γὰρ καθ᾽ ov τὸ B 
ἐνδέχεται TO A μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι τοῦτ᾽ ἣν, τὸ μηδὲν 
ἀπολείπειν τῶν ὑπὸ τὸ Β ἐνδεχομένων 

Ὅταν δὲ τὸ Α παντὶ τῶ Β ἐνδέχηται τὸ δὲ Β 
ἐνδέχηται μηδενὶ τῶ P, διὰ μὲν τῶν εἰλημμένων 
προτάσεων οὐδεὶς γίγνεται “συλλογισμός, ἀντι- 
στραφείσης δὲ τῆς BP κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι γί- 
γνεται ὁ αὐτὸς ὅσπερ πρότερον ἐπεὶ γὰρ ἐνδέχεται 
τὸ B μηδενὶ TO 1" ὑπάρχειν, ἐνδέχεται καὶ παντὶ 
ὑπάρχειν (τοῦτο δ᾽ είρηται πρότερον), ὥστ᾽ εἰ τὸ 
μὲν Β παντὶ τῷ Τ' τὸ δ᾽ A παντὶ τῶ Β, πάλιν 6 
αὐτὸς γίγνεται συλλογισμός ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ πρὸς 
ἀμφοτέρας τὰς προτάσεις um ἀπόφασις τεθείη μετὰ 
τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι λέγω δ᾽ οἷον εἰ τὸ A ἐνδέχεται 
μηδενὶ τῶν Β καὶ τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῶν Τ' διὰ μὲν γὰρ 
τῶν εἰλημμένων προτάσεων οὐδεὶς γίγνεται συλ- 
λογισμός, ἀντιστρεφομένων δὲ πάλιν ὃ αὐτὸς ἔσται 
ὡς καὶ πρότερον φανερὸν οὖν ότι τῆς ἀποφάσεως 
τιθεμένης. πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον a ἄκρον ἡ πρὸς ἀμφοτέρας 
τὰς προτάσεις ἡ οὐ γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς 7 ἡ γίγνεται 


20 μὲν ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τέλειος ἐκ γὰρ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς 


γίγνεται τὸ ἀναγκαῖον 


1 ομοιοσχήμων A} 
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predicated of the subject of which B is predicated, 
one premiuss 1s problematic and the other asseztouic 
Let us, then, begin with the type whose premisses 
are similar τῇ quality, as in the other examples 

XIV When A may apply to all B, and B to all C, 
theie will be a perfect syllogism to the effect that A 
may apply to allC This is evident from the defini- 
tion , fo. we said ὅ that ‘to be possible to apply to 
all has this meaning Similarly also ᾿ξ A may apply 
to no B, and B may apply to all C, there will be a 
syllogism to the effect that A may apply to no C, 
for we saw © that the proposition that A may not be 
predicated of the subject of which B may be predi- 
cated means that none of the possibilities which fall 
under the term B 1s wanting 

When, howevei1, A may apply to all B and B may First figure 

(1) Both 

apply to no C, we get no syllogism by means of the premsses 
premisses so tahen , but when the premiss BC 1s con- Problem 
veited in respect of possibility, we get the same (a) 
syllogism as before ὁ Fo. smce B may apply to no θῇ τὰ 
C, 1t may also apply to all C (this has been stated 
above) , and soif B may apply to all C and A may 
apply to all B, we get the same syllogism again 
Similarly also supposing the negative sense to refer 
to both p1emisses mn conjunction with the sense of poss- 
ibthty I mean, eg, if A may apply to no B, and 
B to no C, for we get no syllogism by means of the 
premisses so taken, but on their conversion we shall 
have once again the same syllogism as before Thus 
it is evident that if the negative refers to the mimor 
term or to both the piemusses we either get no syl- 
logism, οἱ get a syllogism which 1s not perfect , for the 
necessa1y conclusion depends upon the conversion 


¢ 32b 25 ff δ 32 b 33-10 ° 32a 29 ff 
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"Kav δ᾽ ἡ μὲν καθόλου τῶν προτάσεων ἡ δ᾽ ἐν 
μέρει ληφθῆ, πρὸς μὲν τὸ μεῖζον ἄκρον κειμένης 
τῆς καθόλου συλλογισμὸς ἔσται τέλειος εἰ γὰρ 
τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β ἐνδέχεται τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῷ V7, τὸ 
Α τινὲ τῶ Τ' ἐνδέχεται τοῦτο δὲ φανερὸν ἐκ τοῦ 


“ κ᾿ ? f ? 4 
2, ὁρισμοῦ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι παντί πάλιν εἰ τὸ A 


ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶν TY er δέχεται 
ὑπάρχειν, ἀνάγκη τὸ A ἐνδέχεσθαί τινι τῶν 1' μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ἀπόδειξις δ᾽ ἡ αὐτή ἐὰν δὲ στερητικὴ 
ληφθῆ ἡ ἐν μέρει πρότασις ἡ δὲ καθόλου κατα- 
φατική, TH δὲ θέσει ὁμοίως exwow—olov τὸ μὲν 


80. ἃ παντὲ τῷ Β ἐνδέχεται τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' 


98 


40 
33 b 


7 


5 \ e + ὃ \ \ “ cH: U 
ἐνδέχεται μὴ ὑπάρχειν---διὰ μὲν τῶν εἰλημμένων 
? 3 
προτάσεων οὐ γίγνεται φανερὸς συλλογισμός, ἀντι- 
- 4 lan 
στραφείσης δὲ τῆς ἐν μέρει καὶ τεθέντος τοῦ B 
“ \ , 
τινὲ τῶ Τ' ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑπάρχειν τὸ αὐτὸ ἔσται 
? 2 “- 
συμπέρασμα ὃ καὶ πρότερον, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς ἐξ 
2 ~ 
ἀρχῆς 
ὁ inl > ς \ \ ἊΝ ῃ > 7 Χ 67 
Kav δ᾽ ἡ πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον ἄκρον ἐν μέρει ληφθῆ 
¢ ὃ \ δ᾿ 4 Zn θ aN Ἵ ἢ > > / 
ἢ δὲ πρὸς TO ἔλαττον καθόλου, ἐάν τ᾽ ἀμφότεραι 
καταφατικαὶ τεθῶσιν ἐάν τε στερητικαὶ ἐάν τε 
3 
μὴ ὁμοιοσχήμονες ἐάν τ᾽ ἀμφότεραι ἀδιόριστοι ἡ 
κατὰ μέρος, οὐδαμῶς ἔσται συλλογισμός οὐδὲν γὰρ 
κωλύει τὸ Β ὑπερτείνειν τοῦ A καὶ μὴ κατηγορεῖ- 
> > -” > ς , bi} ~ > 7 
σθαι ἐπ᾽ ἴσων ὦ δ᾽ ὑπερτείνει τὸ Β τοῦ A, εἰλήφθω 
τὸ Γ΄ τούτω γὰρ οὔτε παντὶ οὔτε μηδενὶ οὔτε τινὶ 
οἶτε μή τινι ἐνδέχεται τὸ ἃ ὑπάρχειν, εἴπερ ἀντι- 
στρέφουσιν αἱ κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι προτάσεις καὶ 
\ B λ , 4 ὃ 7 λ 4 A ς 7 2 δὲ 
τὸ Β πλείοσιν ἐνδέχεται ἡ τὸ A ὑπάρχειν ἔτι δὲ 
Ἀ -ὄ »ᾳ. 
καὶ ἐκ τῶν ὅρων φανερόν οὕτω γὰρ ἐχουσῶν 
1 παντὶ (deleto quod cet omnes fere habent codd, αβγ) 
B om Bekker 
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If one of the premusses 15 taken as universal and 
the other as particular, when the major premiss 1s 
universal there will be a perfect syllogism Forif A 
may apply to all B, and B to some C, A may apply 
to some C ‘This 1s evident from the definition of 
‘to be possible to apply to all’? Again, τῇ A may 
apply to no B, and B may apply to some C, τὸ neces- 
sarily follows that A may not apply tosome C The 
proof is the same as before But if the particular 
premiss 1s negative and the universal affirmative, the 
premisses being in the same ielation as before— e , 
if A may apply to all B, and B may not apply to some 
C—, we get no obvious syllogism by means of the 
premuisses so taken, but when the particular premiss 
is converted, 2 e , when Bis taken as possibly apply mg 
to some C, we shall have the same conclusion as 
befoie,® just as in the first examples ° 

If the major premuss is particular and the minor 
universal, whethe: they are both taken as affirmative, 
or both as negative, or as dissimilar m form, οἱ if 
both are taken as indefinite οἱ particular, m none of 
these cases will there be a syllogism For there 15 
nothing to prevent the term B fiom having a wider 
extension thin the teim A, and not being coterminous 
with it in piedication Let C represent the difference 
in extension between Band A (Then there will be 
nosyllogism,» for 1t 1s not possible that A should either 
apply to all or apply to none or apply to some or not 
apply to some of C, that 1s, if the problematic 
plemisses are convertible and B may apply to more 
subjects than those to which A may apply Further, 
this fact can be clearly shown by taking examples of 
terms, for the premisses are related in this way both 


5 32 Ὁ 25 ff D924 © 32 b 5-17 
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33 b ~ ~ 3 7 A 3 
5 τῶν προτάσεων τὸ πρῶτον TH ἐσχάτω καὶ οὐδενὶ 


ἐνδέχεται καὶ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ἀναγκαῖον ὅροι δὲ 
κοινοὶ πάντων τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ζῶον--- 
λευκόν--ἄνθρωπος, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι ζῶον--- 
λευκόν---ἰμάτιον 
Φανερὸν οὖν τοῦτον τὸν τρόπον ἐχόντων τῶν 
ὅρων ὅτι οὐδεὶς γίγνεται συλλογισμός ἡ γὰρ τοῦ 
10 ὑπάρχειν ἡ τοῦ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἡ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι πᾶς 
ἐστι συλλογισμός τοῦ μὲν οὖν ὑπάρχειν καὶ τοῦ 
ἀναγκαίου φανερὸν ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν, ὃ μὲν γὰρ κατα- 
φατικὸς ἀναιρεῖται τῶ στερητικῶ, ὁ δὲ στερητικὸς 
τῷ καταφατικῶ λείπεται δὴ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι εἶναι 
τοῦτο δ᾽' ἀδύνατον δέδεικται γὰρ ὅτι οὕτως 
τὸ ἐχόντων τῶν ὁρων καὶ παντὶ τῶ ἐσχάτω τὸ πρῶτον 
ἀνάγκη καὶ οὐδενὶ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν ὥστ᾽ οὐκ 
ἂν ein τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι συλλογισμός τὸ γὰρ 
ἀναγκαῖον οὐκ ἣν ἐνδεχόμενον 
Φανερὸν δὲ ὅτι καθόλου τῶν ὅρων ὄντων ἐν ταῖς 
ἐνδεχομέναις προτάσεσιν ἀεὶ γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς 
nev TO πρώτω σχήματι, καὶ κατηγορικῶν καὶ 
στερητικῶν ὄντων, πλὴν κατηγορικῶν μὲν τέλειος, 
στερητικῶν δὲ ἀτελής 
Δεῖ δὲ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι λαμβάνειν μὴ ἐν τοῖς 
ἀναγκαίοις, ἀλλὰ κατὰ τὸν εἰρημένον διορισμόν 
ἐνίοτε δὲ λανθάνει τὸ τοιοῦτον 
2 XV Ἐὰν δ᾽ ἡ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
λαμβάνηται τῶν προτάσεων, ὅταν μὲν ἡ πρὸς 
τὸ μεῖζον ἄκρον ἐνδέχεσθαι σημαίνη, τέλειοί τ᾽ 
ἔσονται πάντες οἱ συλλογισμοὶ καὶ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
κατὰ τὸν εἰρημένον διορισμόν, ὅταν δ᾽ ἡ πρὸς τὸ 
inference of fact or necessity can be drawn from them 


264: 


PRIOR ANALYTICS, I x1v-xv 


when the first term cannot apply to any and when 
it must apply to all of the last Examples of terms 
common to all cases where the first term must apply 
to the last are animal—white—man , where 1t cannot 
apply, animal—white—cloak 

Thus it 1s evident that when the teims are related 
in this way we get no syllogism, for every syllogism 
1s exther assertoric or apodeictic οἱ problematic Now 
evidently there is no asse1to1ic or apodeictic syllogism 
in this case , for the affirmative 1s invalidated by the 
negative conclusion, and the negative by the affirma- 
tive* The 1emaining alternative, then, 1s that the 
syllogism should be problematic But this 1s umpos- 
sible, for 1t has been shown that the terms are 
related in this way both when the first must apply to 
all and when it can apply to none, of the last Thus 
there cannot be a problematic syllogism , for we have 
seen ὃ that that which 1s necessary 1s not possible 

It 1s also evident that when the terms in problem- 
atic premisses are universal, we always get a syllo- 
gism in the fist figuie, whethe: the terms are both 
positive or both negative, with the difference, how- 
ever, that when they are positive the syllogism 1s 
perfect, and when they aie negative 1t 1s imperfect 

The term possible ’ must be undeistood, not with 
reference to that which 1s necessary, but in accordance 
with the definition already given ὁ Points of this hind 
are sometimes overlooked 

XV If one of the premisses 1s assertoric and the B One 
other problematic, when it 1s the major premiss that *sc1toue 
expresses possibility, all the syllogisms will be perfect problemati 
and will be of the ‘ possible ’ type τῇ accoidance with ἢ) Both 
the definition of possibility given above?, but premsses 


universal 
δ 32 a 98 ¢ 39418 432 a18 
265 


ARISTOTLE 


83 b . δος τὰ 
ἔλαττον, ἀτελεῖς τε πάντες, καὶ οἱ OTEPNTLKOL τῶν 


~ ~ 4 3 
30 συλλογισμῶν οὐ τοῦ κατὰ τὸν διορισμὸν ἐνδεχο- 
Fad A A 4 4 > 5 7 
μένου, ἀλλὰ τοῦ μηδενὶ ἡ μὴ παντὶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
Ἀ A \ A 9 3 7 
ὑπάρχειν εἰ γὰρ μηδενὶ ἡ μὴ παντὶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης, 
A \ A ¢€ 7 
ἐνδέχεσθαΐ φαμεν καὶ μηδενὶ καὶ μὴ παντί ὑπάρχειν 
Ἁ “~ 4 
᾿Ἐνδεχέσθω yap τὸ A παντὶ τῶ B, τὸ δὲ B 
~ “ὌΝ 4 
παντὶ τῶ Τ' κείσθω ὑπάρχειν ἐπεὶ οὖν ὑπὸ τὸ B 
" Ἁ ᾿ »--οῳ Α \ > ὃ 7 4 A 4 
ἐστὶ τὸ Γ' τῶ δὲ B παντὶ ἐνδέχεται τὸ A, φανερὸν 
- A 
ὅτι καὶ τῶ Τ' παντὶ ἐνδέχεται γίγνεται δὴ τέλειος 
~ ὔ 
συλλογισμός ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς οὔσης 
τῆς ΑΒ προτάσεως τῆς δὲ BI καταφατικῆς, 
καὶ τῆς μὲν ἐνδέχεσθαι τῆς δὲ ὑπάρχειν λαμ- 
% 7 
βανούσης, τέλειος συλλογισμὸς ὅτι TO A ἐνδέχεται 
40 μηδενὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν 
~ ~ / \ 
8. Ὅτι μὲν οὖν τοῦ ὑπάρχειν τιθεμένου πρὸς τὸ 
ἔλαττον ἄκρον τέλειοι γίγνονται συλλογισμοί, 
7 
φανερόν ὅτι δ᾽ ἐναντίως ἔχοντος ἐσονται συλ- 
λογισμοὶ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου δεικτέον ἅμα δ᾽ ἔσται 
on wn “A , nm 
δῆλον καὶ ὅτι ἀτελεῖς ἡ yap δεῖξις οὐκ ἐκ τῶν 
εἰλημμένων προτάσεων 
“΄-ν A 7 Lyd 9 o~ ” 5 4 
Πρῶτον δὲ λεκτέον ὅτι εἰ τοῦ A ὄντος ἀνάγκη 
τὸ Β εἶναι, καὶ δυνατοῦ ὄντος τοῦ Α δυνατὸν ἔσται 
τὸ Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἔστω γὰρ οὕτως ἐχόντων τὸ 
μὲν ἐφ᾽ ὦ τὸ Α δυνατόν, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ τὸ Β ἀδύ- 
νατον εἰ οὖν τὸ μὲν δυνατόν, ὅτε δυνατὸν εἶναι, 
7 3 / δ ’ 3 - gy 3 > 7 3 
10 γένοιτ᾽ dv, τὸ δ᾽ ἀδύνατον, ὅτ᾽ ἀδύνατον, οὐκ 
\ 7 9 9 A Α A 4 5 / 
av γένοιτο, ἅμα δ᾽ εἰ τὸ δυνατὸν καὶ τὸ Β ἀδύνατον, 
> ’ὔ , 4 \ / wv ~ i] \ 
ἐνδέχοιτ᾽ av τὸ A γενέσθαι ἄνευ τοῦ B, εἰ δὲ 


_ 


3 


wT 


So 


on 


α This is a mistake on Aristotle’s part, the qualification 
applies equally to the affirmative svllogisms It 1s due to 
the fact that proof per ampossibale cannot establish both 
values of a problematic premiss See note on 34 Ὁ 6 

> Of 25 a 37, 32 a 20 
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when it 15 the minor premiss, they will all be umper- 
fect, and such as are negative @ will not be ἡ possible ’ 
in accordance with the definition, but will be to the 
effect that the predicate does not necessauily apply 
to any, or to all, of the subject, for if τὸ does not 
necessarily apply to any or to all, we say that 1t may 
apply to none or may not apply to all ὃ 

Yor example, let A possibly apply to all B, and let (Ὁ a 
it be assumed that B applies to all C Then since C atic mno 
falls under B, and A may apply to all B, evidently *°""° 
A may apply to all C Thus we get a perfect syllo- 
gism Similaly too if the piemiss AB is negative 
and BC affirmative, the former being problematic 
and the latter assertoric, there 1s a perfect syllogism 
to the effect that A may apply to no C 

Thus it 1s evident that when the assertoric sense 
iefers to the minor extreme we get perfect syllo- 
gisms, but to prove that syllogisms will 1esult when 
it 1s in the opposite relation we must employ reduc- 
tion ad empossibile At the same time it will also 
become apparent that these syllogisms will be im- 
peifect , for the proof will not be drawn from the 
premisses originally assumed 

We must first observe that 1f when A is, B must Proof that 
be, then if A is possible, B must necessaiily be rer ee 
possible ° Tor assuming this relation? between A possible 
and B, let us suppose A to be possible and B um- ve possible 
possible Then (1) if the possible, when 1t 1s possible 
ἴοι it to be, may come to be, but the impossible, 
when it is umpossible, cannot come to be, and also 
(2) if A 1s possible and B impossible, then it may be 
possible for A to come to be apait fiom B, and if 


“Οὐ Metaphysws IX (O) 1047 Ὁ 14-30 
4 2¢ that A imphes B 
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γενέσθαι, καὶ εἶναι τὸ γὰρ γεγονός, ὅτε γέγονεν, 
ἐστιν δεῖ δὲ λαμβάνειν μὴ μόνον ἐν τῇ γενέσει 
τὸ ἀδύνατον καὶ δυνατόν, ἀλλὰ καὶ ἐν τῶ ἀλη- 
16 θεύεσθαι καὶ ἐν τῶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ ὁσαχῶς ἄλλως 
λέγεται, τὸ δυνατόν ἐν ἅπασι γὰρ ὁμοίως ἕξει 
ἔτι τὸ ὄντος τοῦ Α τὸ Β εἶναι οὐχ ὡς ἐνός τινος 
ὄντος τοῦ A τὸ Β ἔσται δεῖ ὑπολαβεῖν οὐ γάρ 
ἐστιν οὐδὲν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἑνός τινος ὄντος, ἀλλὰ 
δυοῖν ἐλαχίστοιν, οἷον ὅταν ai προτάσεις οὕτως 
έχωσιν ὡς ἐλέχθη κατὰ τὸν συλλογισμόν εἰ γὰρ 
20. τὸ Γ κατὰ τοῦ Δ τὸ δὲ Δ κατὰ τοῦ Z, καὶ τὸ Τ' 
κατὰ τοῦ 2 ἐξ ἀνάγκης καὶ εἰ δυνατὸν δ᾽ ἑκάτερον, 
καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα δυνατόν ὥσπερ ouv εἶ τις 
θείη τὸ μὲν A τὰς προτάσεις τὸ δὲ Β τὸ συμ- 
πέρασμα, συμβαίνοι ἂν οὐ μόνον ἀναγκαίου τοῦ 
ὄντος καὶ τὸ Β εἶναι ἀναγκαῖον, ἀλλὰ καὶ 
δυνατοῦ δυνατόν 

5, Τούτου δὲ δειχθέντος φανερὸν ότι ψεύδους ὑπο- 
τεθέντος καὶ μὴ ἀδυνάτου καὶ τὸ συμβαῖνον διὰ 
τὴν ὑπόθεσιν ψεῦδος ἔσται καὶ οὐκ ἀδύνατον 
οἷον εἰ τὸ A ψεῦδος μέν ἐστι μὴ μέντοι ἀδύνατον, 
ὄντος δὲ τοῦ A τὸ Β ἐστι, καὶ τὸ Β ἔσται ψεῦδος 
μὲν οὐ μέντοι ἀδύνατον ἔπει γὰρ δέδεικται ὅτι 
80 εἰ τοῦ A ὄντος τὸ Β ἐστι, καὶ δυνατοῦ ὄντος τοῦ 
A ἔσται τὸ Β δυνατόν, ὑπόκειται δὲ τὸ A δυνατὸν 
εἶναι, καὶ τὸ Β ἔσται δυνατόν εἰ γὰρ αδύνατον, 

ἅμα δυνατὸν ἔσται τὸ αὐτὸ καὶ ἀδύνατον 
Διωρισμένων δὴ τούτων ὑπαρχέτω τὸ Α παντὶ 
aT Β, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ἐνδεχέσθω ἀνάγκη 


---..- 





* The reference seems to he to 94 Ὁ 18, but the point 
is never proved cf 40b 35, An Post 73 a8, 94 ἃ 24 
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to come to be, then to be, for that which has come 
to be, when 1t has come to be,is We must unde.- 
stand the terms ‘ possible’ and ‘impossible’ with 
respect not only to generation but also to true state- 
ment and to attnbution, and in all the othe: senses 
in which the term ‘ possible’ 1s used , for the same 
punciple will obtain in all of them Further, we 
must not suppose that the proposition ‘if A 1s, B 1s’ 
means that B will be if some one assumption A 1s 
granted , foi nothing necessatily follows from the 
granting of one assumption two at least are re- 
quned, as, eg, when the premusses are related as 
we said? with respect to the syllogism For if C 
is predicated of D, and D of E, C must also be pre- 
dicated of E Moreovei, if each of the premusses 
is possible, the conclusion is also possible Thus 
supposing that A i1eprcsents the premisses and B 
the conclusion, 1t will follow, not only that when A 
is necessaiy B is necessary too, but also that when 
A is possible B is possible 

As the result of this proof it is evident that if a 
hypothesis 1s false ® but not impossible, the result 
which is reached by means of the hypothesis will be 
false but not impossible For example, if A 1s false 
but not impossible, and if when A 1s, B 15, then B 
will be false but not impossible For since it has 
been proved that if when A 1s, Bis, when A 1s possible, 
B will also be possible , and since 1t 1s assumed that 
A is possible, then B wall also be possible , foi 1f 1t 
is impossible, the same thing will be at once possible 
and impossible 


Hence if a 
PremMiss 1» 
possible 1 
talsity doe 
not invali 
ate the 
conclusion 


Now that we have made these points clear, let us (®) Major 


assertore 


assume that A apples to all B, and that B may mor 


> For the sense of ‘ false’ here see 34 a 37 
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ἐμ οὖν τὸ A παντὶ TOT ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑπάρχειν μὴ γὰρ 

ἐνδεχέσθω, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' κείσθω ὡς ὑπ- 

ἄρχον τοῦτο δὲ ψεῦδος μὲν οὐ μέντοι ἀδύνατον 

εἰ οῦν τὸ μὲν A μὴ ἐνδέχεται τῶ Τ' τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ 

ὑπάρχει τῶ Τ᾽, τὸ A οὐ παντὶ τῶ Β ἐνδέχεται 

40 γίγνεται γὰρ συλλογισμὸς διὰ τοῦ τρίτου σχήματος 

ἀλλ᾽ ὑπέκειτο παντὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑπάρχειν ἀνάγκη 

δ4υ ἄρα τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Τ' ἐνδέχεσθαι ψεύδους γὰρ 

τεθέντος καὶ οὐκ ἀδυνάτου τὸ συμβαῖνόν ἐστιν 
ἀδύνατον 


@¢e it 18 not implied by the original premiss Cf 
Alexander 185 16-20 Becher, 47 Af 55f 

δ If Aristotle means this conclusion to be apodeictic he 1s 
mconsistent cf 31} 37 ff Becher suggests that since 
αναγκὴ 1s often used merely to indicate the necessary relation 
of conclusion to premisses, ova ἐνδέχεται may be used here 
in the same sense At best the ambiguity 15 unhappy = It 
seems more likely that A1istotle was deceived by his own 
formula See nest note 

¢ Actually the assumption was that A applies to all B 
Probably Aristotle employs the weaker form as being the 
normal contradictory of ‘A cannot apply to all B’ (see 
previous note) The substitution does not affect the validity 
of the argument 

4 The form of the argument (and its fallacy) can be clearly 
seen in the following example, for which I am indebted to 
Professor T M Knox 


If (a) All Fellows are wise 
and (6) All graduates may be Fellows 
to piove that (c) All graduates may be wise 


Assume the contradictory of (c), viz, 
(d) Some graduates cannot be wise 
For (δ) substitute the false but not impossible premiss 


(e) \ll graduates are Fellows 
(f) Some Fellows [cannot be] are not wise 
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problem 


apply to all C Then it necessarily follows that A problem | 


may apply toallC For let us assume that 1t cannot per umpos 
y svbile 


possibly apply, and let B be taken as applying to all ()"potn 
C (this 1s false, but not impossible) If then A premises 
cannot apply to (all) C, but B apphes to all Ὁ, Α δον 
cannot ὃ apply to all B, for we get a syllogism by 
means of the thnd figue But ex hypothess A may ° 
apply to all B Hence it necessauily follows that A 
may apply to all Ὁ, for by making a false though not 
impossible assumption we get an umpossible result ὦ 


But this 1s incompatible with 
(a) All Fellows [may be] are wise 
{ since (0) 1s not incompatible with (a) 
(ἃ) must be incompatible with (a)] 
(c), the contrary of (d), must be true 
First it should be noted that the proof excludes the negative 
values of (6) It could only establish that no graduates are 
necessarily not wise (cf 33b 29) But it fails even to do 
this The flaws in the argument are indicated by square 
brachets The first two have been noted above and are 
relatively unimportant In the third case the argument 
clearly depends upon some tacit assumption, which Becher 
(4 Τ M 53) formulates thus 
Wenn G,é & Οςξ unmoglich ist in bezug auf Fé, 
Gp.€é dagegen moglich ist ἧς = 
dann ist G, unmoglich ὃν οὶ 
In my opinion his formula is too general and his examples 
unsuitable for the case in hand = [he assumption 1s rather 
If the conjunction of two premisses (d) and (6) gives a con- 
clusion (7) which 1s incompatible with a given hypothesis (a), 
whereas one of these premisses (6) 1s compatible with the 
said hypothesis, then the other premiss (f) must be in- 
compatible with the said hypothesis 
It wall be seen that in our example neither (d) nor (e) 1s 
in itself incompatible with (2) The incompatibility only 
becomes apparent when each premiss 1s examined in the 
hght of the other, 2¢ it 15 the result of their conjunction 
Thus Aristotle s assumption 1s unsound and the proof fails 
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34 ay π᾿ δὲ 4 ὃ A ~ / / 
γχωρεῖ δὲ καὶ διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος 
ποιῆσαι τὸ ἀδύνατον θέντας τῶ TV τὸ Β ὑπάρχειν 
εἰ γὰρ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχει τὸ δὲ Α παντὶ τῶ 
ὃ Β ἐνδέχεται, κἂν τῶ Τ᾽ παντὶ ἐνδέχοιτο τὸ A 

ἀλλ᾽ ὑπέκειτο μὴ παντὶ ἐγχωρεῖν 

Δεῖ δὲ λαμβάνειν τὸ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν μὴ κατὰ 
ρόνον ὁρίσαντας, οἷον νῦν ἡ ἐν τῶδε τῶ χρόνω, 
GAN ἁπλῶς διὰ τοιούτων γὰρ προτάσεων καὶ τοὺς 
10 συλλογισμοὺς ποιοῦμεν, ἐπεὶ κατά γε τὸ νῦν 
λαμβανομένης τῆς προτάσεως οὐκ ἔσται συλλο- 
γισμός οὐδὲν γὰρ ίσως κωλύει ποτὲ καὶ παντὶ 
κινουμένω ἄνθρωπον ὑπάρχειν, οἷον εἰ μηδὲν ἄλλο 
κινοῖτο τὸ δὲ κινούμενον ἐνδέχεται παντὶ ἵππω 
ἀλλ᾽ ἄνθρωπον οὐδενὶ inmw ἐνδέχεται ἔτι ἔστω 
ιότὸ μὲν πρῶτον ζῶον, τὸ δὲ μέσον κινούμενον, τὸ 
δ᾽ ἔσχατον ἄνθρωπος at μὲν οὖν προτάσεις ὁμοίως 
ἕξουσι, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον, οὐκ ἐνδεχό- 


ΑἽ follow the traditional view that this paragraph is 
intended to offer an alternative per ampossibile proof of the 
syllogism in 344 34-36 If we heep the same example as 
before, the argument appears to be 

The premisses (g) All Fellows may be wise 
and (6) All graduates are Fellows 
which are compatible with the o1iginal premisscs (a) and 
(6), give the conclusion (6) All graduates may be wise, 
which is therefore compatible with (a) and (6) Hence (d), 
the contradictory of (c), 15 incompatible with (a) and (6), and 
the:efore false Therefore (c) 1s true 

The argument only establishes the conclusion as a possi- 
bility, not as a necessary inference Hence Becher (4 T M 
57) offers a different explanation, mgemious but hardly 
convincing 

> This warning against temporal qualifications was no 
doubt designed to defend the foregoing syllogism against 
objections in the form of the examples which follow in the 
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We can also exhibit an impossibility through the 
first figure, by assuming that B apphes to C For 
if B apphes to all C, and A may apply to all B, A 
may also apply to all C But it was assumed that 
it cannot apply to all 
We must undeistand the expression ‘ applying to Unversal 
all,’ not as qualified m respect of time,’ eg, ‘now’ crust eve 
or ‘at such-and-such a time,’ but in an absolute aeohiee 
sense , for 1t is by means of piemisses taken in this tion 
latter way that we effect our syllogisms If the pre- 
miss 1s taken as relating to the present moment, 
theie will be no syllogism For presumably there is 
no reason why at some time ‘man’ should not apply 
to everything that 15 1m motion 2ze, if nothing else 
were then in motion, but the term ‘in motion’ 
may apply to all horses, and ‘man’ cannot apply 
to any horse Again, let us take the first term as 
‘animal,’ the middle as ‘in motion, and the last as 
‘man’ Then the premisses will be i1elated in the 
same way as before, but the conclusion 15 apodeictic 


test The whole paragraph, however, is ul thought out 
We have already seen that the majo1 premiss above 1s treated 
now as assertoric, now as problematic Presumably we are 
here to regard it as assertoric, although the formula οὐδὲν 
κωλυει, etc, points more naturally to a problematic sense 
If assertoric, the judgement ‘everything in motion 19 a 
man ἦ 15 certainly not universal but collective or enumerative 
But the fallacy of the syllogism in which 1t appears as major 
premiss 1s due rather to the mecompathbilty of the two 
premisses, the conditions which validate the major exclude 
the minor 

In the second example the conclusion ‘ all men may be 
animals * 1s the only legitimate inference from the premisses, 
which are perfectly compitible Aristotle apparently rejects 
it because he expects 2 valid conclusion to state the full 
and permanent logical relation between the terms which it 
contains Cf Introd p 188 
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μενον ἐξ ἀνάγκης γὰρ ὁ ἄνθρωπος ζῶον φανερὸν 
λ 

οὖν ὅτι τὸ καθόλου ληπτέον ἁπλῶς, καὶ οὐ χρόνω 
διορίζοντας 

11άλιν ἔ ἔστω στερητικὴ πρότασις καθόλου ἡ ἡ ΑΒ, 
καὶ εἰλήφθω τὸ pev A μηδενὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν, τὸ 
δὲ Β παντὶ ἐνδεχέσθω ὑπάρχειν τῶ Τ' τούτων 
οὖν τεθέντων ἀνάγκη To A ἐνδέχεσθαι μηδενὲ τῶ 
Γ ὑπάρχειν μὴ γὰρ ἐνδεχέσθω, τὸ δὲ Β τῶ 
DP κείσθω ὑπάρχον, καθάπερ πρότερον ἀνάγκη δὴ 
τὸ A τινὲ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν γίγνεται γὰρ συλ- 
λογισμὸς διὰ τοῦ τρίτου σχήματος τοῦτο δὲ 
αδύνατον ὥστ᾽ ἐνδέχοιτ᾽ ἂν τὸ Α μηδενὶ τῶ Γ 
ψεύδους γὰρ τεθέντος ἀδύνατον τὸ συμβαῖνον 
ouTos οὖν ὃ συλλογισμὸς οὐκ ἔστι τοῦ κατὰ τὸν 
διορισμὸν ἐνδεχομένου, ἀλλὰ τοῦ μηδενὶ ἐξ ἀ ἀνάγκης 
αὐτὴ γάρ ἐστιν ἡ ἀντίφασις τῆς γενομένης ὑπο- 
θέσεως, ἐτέθη γὰρ ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὸ A τινὶ τῶ T 
ὑπάρχειν, ὃ δὲ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου συλλογισμὸς τῆς 
ἀντικειμένης ἐστὶν ἀντιφάσεως 

Ἔ τι δὲ καὶ ἐκ τῶν ὅρων φανερὸν ὅτι οὐκ ἔσται 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ἐνδεχόμενον ἔστω γὰρ τὸ μὲν 
Α κόραξ, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ Β διανοούμενον, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ Γ 
, 3 \ \ ~ \ ς / 39 \ 
ἄνθρωπος οὐδενὶ δὴ τῶ B τὸ A ὑπάρχει, οὐδὲν 

\ ¢ Ld \ \ \ 3 / 
γὰρ διανοούμενον κόραξ τὸ δὲ B παντὶ ἐνδέχεται 
~ \ \ 2 / \ “ > \ 
τῷ T, παντὶ yap ἀνθρώπω τὸ διανοεῖσθαι ἀλλὰ 
\ > 9 ὔ > \ ~ 3 ; δ] 
τὸ A ἐξ ἀνάγκης οὐδενὶ τῷ T° οὐκ ἄρα τὸ συμ- 

’ 3 / 3 > 5.95 > A > " 
πέρασμα ἐνδεχόμενον ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον ἀεί 





4 4¢ that A must apply to some C 

> 34a 36 

¢ 31 b20ff The conclusion 15 only assertoric 

4 Cf 34b1 In the present passage there 1s clearly an 
ellipse of καὶ οὐκ advrarov which Jenkinson overlooks 
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and not problematic, for man is necessarily an 
animal Thus it 1s evident that the universal pie- 
muss must be taken absolutely, and not as qualified 
in respect of time 

Again, let AB be a negative universal piemiss, 
and let 1t be assumed that A applies to no B, an 
that B may apply to allC Thenit must follow fiom 
these assumptions that A may apply to no C_ For 
let us assume that 1t cannot apply <to no C),? and 
let B be taken as applying to all C, as before ® Then 
it must follow that A apples to some B, for we get 
a syllogism by means of the third ἤρατε ὁ But this 
is umpossible Therefore it will be possible for A to 
apply to no C, for by making a false (but not 1m- 
possible) assumption we get an impossible result ὦ 
Thus this syllogism does not give a conclusion which 
is “ possible ’ in the sense defined,’ but proves that 
the piedicate does not necessaiily apply to any of 
the subject, foi this is the contradictory of the 
assumption which we made, since 1t was assumed 
that A necessarily applies to some C, and the syllo- 
gism. per zmpossebile proves the contradicto1y opposed 
to the <impossible) assumption 

Again, 1t 1s evident from considering examples of 
terms that the conclusion will not be problematic 
Let A stand for ‘crow, B fo. intelligent,’ and C 
fo. ‘man’ Then A apples to no B, ἔοι nothing 
inteligent 1s a cow But B may apply to all C, 
for intelligence may apply to every man But A 
necessarily apples to no Cf Hence the conclusion 
is not problematic Nor, however, is it always 


¢32a18 
* This excludes the possibility that A may apply to all C, 
which would be implicit in a truly problematic conclusion 
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84} 
ἔστω γὰρ τὸ μὲν A κινούμενον, τὸ δὲ Β ἐπιστήμη, 


τὸ δ᾽ ef ὧ Γ ἄνθρωπος τὸ μὲν ouv A οὐδενὶ τῶ 
40 Β ὑπάρξει, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῷ Τὶ ἐνδέχεται, καὶ 
οὐκ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον οὐ γὰρ 
85 a ἀνάγκη μηδένα κινεῖσθαι ἄνθρωπον, ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ 
ἀνάγκη τινά δῆλον. οὖν ὅτι τὸ συμπέρασμά ἐστι 
τοῦ μηδενὶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν ληπτέον δὲ 
βέλτιον τοὺς ὅρους 
"Hav δὲ τὸ στερητικὸν τεθῆ πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον 
ἄκρον ἐνδέχεσθαι σημαῖνον, ἐξ αὐτῶν μὲν τῶν 
δ εἰλημμένων προτάσεων οὐδεὶς ἔσται συλλογισμός, 
ἀντιστραφείσης δὲ τῆς κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι προ- 
τάσεως ἔσται, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον ὕπ- 
ἀρχέτω γὰρ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β, τὸ δὲ Β ἐνδεχέσθω 
μηδενὶ τῶ Τ᾽ οὕτω μὲν οὖν ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων 
οὐδὲν ἔσται ἀναγκαῖον ἐὰν δ᾽ ἀντιστραφῆ τὸ ΒΓ 
10 καὶ ληφθῆ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ἐνδέχεσθαι, γίγνεται 
συλλογισμὸς ὥσπερ πρότερον ὁμοίως γαρ ἔχουσιν 
οἱ ὅροι τῆ θέσει τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον καὶ στερη- 
τικῶν ὄντων ἀμφοτέρων τῶν διαστημάτων, ἐὰν τὸ 
μὲν ΑΒ μὴ ὑπάρχη, τὸ δὲ ΒΡ μηδενὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
σημαΐίνη δι᾽ αὐτῶν μὲν γὰρ τῶν εἰλημμένων 
15 οὐδαμῶς γίγνεται τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, ἀντιστραφείσης 
ἐ τῆς κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι προτάσεως ἔσται 
συλλογισμός εἰλήφθω γὰρ τὸ μὲν Α μηδενὶ τῶ 
Β ὑπάρχον, ' τὸ δὲ Β ἐνδέχεσθαι μηδενὶ τῶ Γ διὰ 
μὲν οὖν τούτων οὐδὲν ἀναγκαῖον, ἐὰν δὲ ληφθῆ τὸ 
Β παντὶ τῶ Tr ἐνδέχεσθαι, ὅπερ ἐστὶν ἀληθές, ἡ 
20 δὲ ΑΒ πρότασις ὁμοίως ἔχη, πάλιν 6 αὐτὸς ἔσται 


1 ὑπάρχειν ἢ 
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apodeictic , for let A stand for ‘in motion * and B 
for ‘knowledge’ and C for ‘man’ Then A will 
apply to no B, but B may apply to all C,* and the 
conclusion will not be apodeictic For it 1s not 
necessary that no man should be m motion, rather 
it is not necessary that any man should be Thus it 
is clear that the conclusion proves that the predicate 
does not necessanly apply to any of the subject 
But the terms must be better chosen 

If, however, the negative premiss iefers to the au) Major 
minor extreme and has the problematic signification, “mative, 
there will be no syllogism fiom the actual piemuisses negative 
assumed, but when the problematic piemuiss 1s con- 
verted there will be a syllogism, as in the previous 
examples® Let A apply to all B, and let B possibly 
apply tono C Then with the te:ms τῇ this relation 
there will be no necessary inference , but if the 
premiss BC 1s converted and B is taken as possibly 
applying to all ὦ, we get a syllogism as before ὁ, 
for the terms are similarly disposed The same 1s qv) Both 
tiue when both the propositions are negative, if AB Diembses 
15 asserto1ic and negative, and BC has the sense of ~ 
possibly applying to none Fo. by means of the 
assumptions as they stand we reach no necessary 
inference at all, but when the problematic premiss 
is conveited there will be a syllogism For let 1t be 
assumed that A apples to no B, and that B may 
apply tono C Then from these assumptions there 
is no necessary inference , but if 1t 1s assumed that 
B may apply to all C, which 15 tiue, while the premiss 
AB remains the same, we shall get the same syllo- 

¢ This is false Knowledge cannot ‘apply’ to man in the 
sense that man 15 knowledge Aristotle confuses ἐπιστήμη 
with ἐπιστῆμον (ef ch axaiv) The confession in 35 a 2 15 
significant δ 33a 7, 16 © 34% 34 
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τ συλλογισμός ἐὰν δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν τεθῆ τὸ Β 
παντὶ τῶ Τ' καὶ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οὐκ 
ἔσται συλλογισμὸς οὐδαμῶς, ούτε στερητικῆς 
οὔσης οὔτε καταφατικῆς τῆς ΑΒ προτάσεως 
ὅροι δὲ κοινοὶ τοῦ μὲν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν λευκόν 
-- ζῶον--χιών, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι λευκόν---ζῷον 
--πίττα 

25 Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι καθόλου τῶν ὅρων ὄντων καὶ 
τῆς μὲν ὑπάρχειν τῆς δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι λαμβανομένης 
τῶν προτάσεων, ὅταν ἡ πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον ,ἄκρον 
ἐνδέχεσθαι λαμβάνηται πρότασις, ἀεὶ γίγνεται 
συλλογισμός, πλὴν ὁτὲ μὲν ἐξ αὐτῶν ore δ᾽ ἀντι- 
στραφείσης τῆς προτάσεως πότε δὲ τούτων 

80 ἑκάτερος καὶ διὰ τίν᾽ αἰτίαν, εἰρήκαμεν 

"Kav δὲ τὸ μὲν καθόλου τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ληφθῆ 
τῶν διαστημάτων, ὅταν μὲν τὸ πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον 
ἄκρον καθόλου τεθῆ καὶ ἐνδεχόμενον, εὖτε ἀπο- 
φατικὸν eite καταφατικόν, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει κατα- 
φατικὸν καὶ ὑπάρχον, ἔσται συλλογισμὸς τέλειος, 

35 καθάπερ καὶ καθόλου τῶν ὅρων ὄντων ἀπόδειξις 
δ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ ἣ καὶ πρότερον ὅταν. δὲ καθόλου μὲν 

Ἢ τὸ πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον ἄκρον, ὑπάρχον δὲ καὶ μὴ 
ἐνδεχόμενον, θάτερον δ᾽ ἐν μέρει καὶ ἐνδεχόμενον, 
ἐάν T ἀποφατικαὶ ἐάν τε καταφατικαὶ τεθῶσιν 
ἀμφότεραι ἐάν τε ἡ μὲν ἀποφατικὴ ἡ δὲ κατα- 

40 φατική, πάντως ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ἀτελής πλὴν 

86δὺ οἱ μὲν διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου δειχθήσονται οἱ δὲ διὰ 

τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς τῆς τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι, καθάπερ ἐν 
τοῖς πρότερον 

Ἔσται δὲ συλλογισμὸς διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς καὶ 

ὅταν ἡ μὲν καθόλου πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον ἄκρον τεθεῖσα 
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gism once more* But if it is assumed, not that B 
may apply to no C, but that B does not apply to 
any Ὁ, there will be no syllogism in any case, whether 
the premiss AB is negative οἱ affirmative Terms 
common to both cases and showing a positive apo- 
deictic relation of predicate to subject are white— 
animal—snow , showing a negative apodeictic rela- 
tion, white—animal—pitch 

Thus τὸ 1s evident that if the terms are universal 
and one premiss is assertoric and the other problem- 
atic, when the minor piemuiss is problematic, a 
syllogism always results—sometimes from the original 
assumptions and sometimes after the conversion of 
the said premiss We have explained under what 
conditions each of these two cases obtains, and for 
what reason 

If, however, one of the propositions 1s universal] (2) Major 
and the other particular, when the major premuiss 1s Dance = 
universal and pioblematic (whether negative or Particular 
affirmative) and the particular p.emiss 1s affirmative 
and assertoric, there will be a perfect syllogism, just 
as when the teims were universal The proof is the 
same as before’? But when the major premuiss 18 
univeisal, but asserto1ic and not problematic, and 
the other 1s paiticular and problematic, if both 
premisses are negative, or both affirmative, or one 
negative and the other affirmative, in every case there 
will be an imperfect syllogism, but some will be 
pioved per zmposszbile and others by the conversion 
of the problematic premiss, as in the previous 
examples 

We shall also have a syllogism by means of con- 
version when the universal major premiss has an 


α Of 34b 19 Ὁ 99 Ὁ 33 fF 
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85 Ὁ j τ} \ , δ ὕὔ, ¢ δ᾽ 5 ; 
σημαίνη TO ὑπάρχειν ἡ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει 
a 7 ~ 
δ στερητικὴ οὔσα τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι λαμβάνη, otov εἰ 
“ \ \ ᾽ 
τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει ἢ μὴ ὑπάρχει, τὸ 
“- \ / > 
δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Γ ἐνδέχεται μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἀντιστρα- 
las ? , “ 
φέντος γὰρ τοῦ ΒΓ κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι γίγνεται 
A 4 / 
συλλογισμός ὅταν δὲ τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχειν λαμβάνη 
a ῇ 
ἡ κατὰ μέρος τεθεῖσα, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός 
10 ὅροι τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν λευκόν---ζὥον---χιών, τοῦ 
κ- , “. 
δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν λευκόν---ζῶον---πίττα διὰ γὰρ τοῦ 
« 3 / 
ἀδιορίστου ληπτὲον THY ἀπόδειξιν 
"Hav δὲ τὸ καθόλου τεθῇ πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον ἄκρον 
τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον, ἐάν τε στερητικὸν 
3 
ἐάν τε καταφατικόν ἐάν τ᾽ ἐνδεχόμενον ἐάν θ᾽ 
“-μ “" lg 
ὑπάρχον ὁποτερονοῦν, οὐδαμῶς ἔσται συλλογισμός 
15 οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ἐν μέρει ἡ ἀδιόριστοι τεθῶσιν at προ- 
) 3 > 3 / ’ iQ” ¢e é 
races, εἴτ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι λαμβάνουσαι εἴθ᾽ ὑπάρχειν 
‘o> % λλ Ld δ᾽ “ ’ λλ / 3 , 
εἰτ᾽ ἐναλλάξ, οὐδ᾽ οὕτως ἔσται συλλογισμός ἀπό- 
δειξις δ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ ἣ κἀπὶ τῶν πρότερον ὅροι δὲ 
κοινοὶ τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ζῶον---λευκόν 
of “ \ ‘ > 7 “Μ᾿ ’ὔ 
-- ἄνθρωπος, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι ζῶον---λευκόν 
-ἰμάτιον 
4 ΄“ ev ~ A A a ~ 37 
20 Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι τοῦ μὲν πρὸς τὸ μεῖζον ἄκρον 
καθόλου τεθέντος ἀεὶ γίγνεται συλλογισμός, τοῦ 
δὲ πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον οὐδέποτε οὐδαμῶς 
XVI Ὅταν δ᾽ ἡ μὲν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν ἡ δ᾽ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι σημαΐίνη τῶν προτάσεων, 6 μὲν συλ- 
25 λογισμὸς ἔσται τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ἐχόντων τῶν 
ὅρων, καὶ τέλειος ὅταν πρὸς τῶ ἐλάττονι ἄκρω 
τεθῆ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα κατηγορικῶν 





a ΟἹ 96 14, 27 Ὁ 20 
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affirmative or negative assertoric sense, and the 
particular premiss 1s negative and has a problematic 
sense eg, if A applies or does not apply to all B, 
and B may not apply to some C, for when BC 1s 
converted we get a problematic syllogism But 
when the particular premiss 15 assertoric and negative, 
there will be no syllogism Examples of terms wheie 
the predicate applies to the subject are white— 
animal—snow , where it does not apply, white— 
animal—pitch The proof must be drawn from the 
indefinite nature of the particular premuiss ὦ 

But if the universal premuiss refers to the minor (8) Major 
extieme, and the particular to the major, whethe: Buc" 
either premiss 1s negative or affirmative, problematic "versal 
or assertoric, there will in no case be a syllogism 
Also when the premusses are particular or indefinite, 
whether both entail a problematic or both an asser- 
toric relation, or one the foimex and the other the 
latter , under these conditions too there will be no 
syllogism The proof is the same as in the previous 
examples ® Terms common to all cases where the 
predicate necessaiuily apphes to the subject are 
animal—white—man, where it cannot possibly 
apply, animal—white—coat 

Thus 1t 1s evident that when the major premiss 15 
universal, a syllogism always results , but when the 
ae is universal there 1s never any syllogism of any 
kin 

XVI When one of the premisses has an apodeictie © sylio 
and the other a problematic sense, there will be a >™s with 

one apo 
syllogism τῇ the terms are related in the same way ductic 
as before ὁ, and it will be perfect when the apodeictic ats 
premiss 1s attached to the minor term If the terms Premss 
> 33 a 34 ff ¢ Inch xy 
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85 ἢ 
μὲν ὄντων τῶν όρων τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι καὶ οὐ τοῦ 


ὑπάρχειν έσται, καὶ καθόλου καὶ μὴ καθόλου 
τιθεμένων, ἐὰν δ᾽ 7) τὸ μὲν καταφατικὸν τὸ δὲ 
80 στερητικόν, ὅταν μὲν 7 τὸ κατα ατικὸν ἀναγκαῖον, 
τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι καὶ οὐ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ὅταν δὲ 
τὸ στερητικόν, καὶ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
καὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ καθόλου καὶ μὴ καθόλου 
τῶν ὅρων ὄντων τὸ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἐν τῶ συμ- 
περάσματι τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ληπτέον “ὅνπερ ἐν 
τοῖς πρότερον τοῦ δ᾽ ἐξ ἀνάγκης μὴ ὑπάρχειν οὐκ 
85 ἔσται συλλογισμός έτερον γὰρ τὸ μὴ ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
ὑπάρχειν καὶ τὸ ἐξ ἀναγκὴς μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
Ὅτι μὲν οὔν καταφατικῶν ὄντων τῶν ὅρων οὐ 
γίγνεται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναγκαῖον, φανερόν on 
αρχέτω yap To A παντὶ τῶ Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης, τὸ δὲ 
4Β ἐνδεχέσθω παντὶ TH Τὶ ἔσται δὴ" συλλογισμὸς 
864 ἀτελὴς ὅτι ἐνδέχεται TO A παντὶ τῶ I’ ὑπάρχειν 
ὅτι δ᾽ ἀτελὴς ἐκ τῆς ἀποδείξεως δῆλον τὸν αὐτὸν 
γὰρ τρόπον δειχθήσεται ὄνπερ κἀπὶ τῶν πρότερον 
πάλιν τὸ μὲν Α ἐνδεχέσθω παντὶ τῶ Β, τὸ δὲ Β 
παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπαρχέτω ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἔσται δὴ συλ- 
5 λογισμὸς ὅτι τὸ A παντὶ τῶ 1' ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν, 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ ὅτι ὑπάρχει, καὶ τέλειος ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἀτελής 
εὐθὺς γὰρ ἐπιτελεῖται διὰ τῶν ἐξ ἀ ἀρχῆς προτάσεων 
Ki δὲ μὴ ὁμοιοσχήμονες αἱ προτάσεις, ἔστω 
πρῶτον ἡ στερητικὴ ἀναγκαία, καὶ τὸ μὲν A 
μηδενὶ ἐνδεχέσθω τῶ B [ἐξ ἀνάγκης], τὸ “δὲ Β 
10 παντὲ τῶ Τ' ἐνδεχέσθω ἀνάγκη δὴ τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ 
Γ ὑπάρχειν κείσθω γὰρ ὑπάρχειν ἢ παντὶ 7 τινί 
τῷ δὲ Β ὑπέκειτο μηδενὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἐπεὶ οὖν 


oO 


} ἔσται 67 B, Waitz ἔσται δε 1 ἔσται A ὑπάρχειν C 
5. εἰ ανάγκης om Cn, Alexander μηδενὶ ὑπαρχει ἐξ ἀναγκὴης ἃ 
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are positive, whether they are universal οἱ not, the Sone 
conclusion will be problematic, not asserto.ie , if one cag 
premuiss 1s affirmative and the other negative, when 
the affirmative 1s apodeictic, the conclusion will 
be problematic, not negative assertoric, and when 
the negative 1s apodeictic, there will be both a 
problematic and an asseitoric negative conclusion, 
whethe: the terms are univeisal or not The sense 
of ‘ possibility ’ in the conclusion must be undeistood 
im the same way as before? There will be no 
mference to the effect that the predicate necessa1ily 
does not apply to the subject , for “not necessaiily to 
apply ’ 1s not the same as_ necessarily not to apply ’ 

Now τὲ 1s evident that when the teims aie positive (Bom 
the conclusion which we get 1s not apodeictic or universal 
let us assume that A must apply to all B, and B may SO Redarae 
apply to all C Then there will be an imperfect 
syllogism to the effect that A may apply to all C 
That 1¢ 1s umperfect 1s clea: from the proof, for the 
proof will proceed in the same way as before ὃ 
Again, let us assume that A may apply to all B, and 
that B must apply to all C Then there will be a 
syllogism to the effect that A may apply to all C— 
not that it does apply, and the syllogism will be 
perfect, not imperfect , for it 1s concluded directly 
by means of the original premuisses 

If the premusses are not similar in quality, let us (Ὁ) one 
fust take the negative premiss as apodeictic , let 2Drmttive 
us assume that 1t 1s rmpossible for A to apply to any negative 
B, and let us assume that B may apply to all C P™™* 
Then it must follow that A applies tono C For let 
us assume that it applies to all οἱ some of C Now 
it was assumed that it cannot apply to any Β Then 


« Cf 33 Ὁ 30, 84 Ὁ 27 ὃ 34a 84 ff 
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ἀντιστρέφει τὸ στερητικόν, οὐδὲ τὸ B τῶ A οὐδενὶ 
ἐνδέχεται τὸ δὲ A τῶ VP ἢ παντὶ ἡ τινὶ κεῖται 
ὑπάρχειν ὥστ᾽ οὐδενὶ ἢ οὐ παντὶ τῶ TL τὸ Β 
ἐνδέχοιτ᾽ ἂν ὑπάρχειν ὑπέκειτο δὲ παντὶ ἐξ 
3 ~ 

ἀρχῆς 

Oe δ᾽ ὅτι καὶ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
γίγνεται συλλογισμός, εἰπερ καὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
πάλιν ἔστω ἡ καταφατικὴ πρότασις ἀναγκαία, καὶ 
τὸ μὲν A ἐνδεχέσθω μηδενὶ τῶν Β ὑπάρχειν, τὸ 
δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπαρχέτω ἐξ ἀνάγκης 6 μὲν 
οὖν συλλογισμὸς ἔσται τέλειος, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τοῦ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ἀλλὰ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἣ τε 
γὰρ πρότασις οὕτως ἐλήφθη ἡ ἀπὸ τοῦ μείζονος 
ἄκρου, καὶ εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον οὐκ ἔστιν ἀγαγεῖν εἰ 
yap ὑποτεθείη τὸ A τῶ 1" τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, κεῦται 
δὲ καὶ τῶ Β ἐνδέχεσθαι μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, οὐδὲν 
συμβαίνει διὰ τούτων ἀδύνατον ἐὰν δὲ πρὸς τῶ 
ἐλάττονι ἄκρω τεθῇ τὸ στερητικόν, ὅταν μὲν 
ἐνδέχεσθαι σημαίνη συλλογισμὸς ἔσται διὰ τῆς 
ἀντιοτροφῆς, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον, ὅταν δὲ 
μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι οὐκ ἔσται οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ἄμφω μὲν 
τεθῆ στερητικὰ μὴ ἢ δ᾽ ἐνδεχόμενον τὸ πρὸς τὸ 
ἔλαττον ὅροι δ᾽ οἱ αὐτοί, τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν λευκόν 
--ζῶον---χιών, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν λευκόν---ζὥον 
--πίττα 

Ἰτῶς 
2 τινι Behher μηδενὶ codd , Alexander 





¢ The proof fails because the validating syllogism gives 
not an apodeictic but an assertoric conclusion (cf 30 a 15 ff) 
which does not contradict the original minor premiss_ It 1s 
curious that ‘ the contradictory of 4 apples to no C’ should 
be stated in the form ‘ A applies to all orsome of C’ Becker 
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since the negative premiss 1s conveitible, neither 
can B apply to any ἃ But it has been assumed 
that A applies to all or some of C Therefore B 
cannot apply to any or allofC Butit was originally 
assumed that 1t may apply to all ¢ 

It 1s evident that we can have a syllogism of the 
negative problematic type, since we also have one 
of the negative assertoric type Let the affirmative 
premuss now be apodeictic , and let us assume that 
A may apply to no B, and that B must apply to all C 
Then the syllogism will be perfect, but it will be 
not of the negative assertoric but of the negative 
problematic type, ἔοι the premiss which relates to 
the majo: term was assumed in this sense, and we 
cannot employ reduction ad impossible Foi suppos- 
ing that we assume that A applies to some C,° while 
it 1s still assumed that A may apply to no B, no 
mpossible conclusion 1s obtained by means of these 
assumptions If, however, the negative 1s attached 
to the minor term, when the sense 1s problematic, 
there will be a syllogism by conversion, as in the 
previous examples°, but when the sense 1s not 
pioblematic there will be no syllogism, nor will 
there be one when both premisses are taken as nega- 
tive and the minor 15 not problematic The terms 
are the same as before where the predicate applies 
to the subject, white—animal—snow , where it does 
not, white—animal—pitch 


(ATM p 44) argues plausibly that the expression re- 
presents the expansion of an originally endejfinete premuss 
‘A applies to C’ 

ὃ This being the contradictory of the conclusion (A applies 
to no C) which it 1s hoped to establish 

¢ Cf 35a14,b1,7 The resultant syllogism will be the 
same as in 35 Ὁ 38 ff 


285 


ARISTOTLE 


86 a 
Tov αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ἕξει κἀπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει 


συλλογισμῶν ὅταν γὰρ ἢ τὸ στερητικὸν ἀναγκαῖον, 
καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν οἷον 
8, εἰ τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶν Β ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν τὸ 
δὲ Β τινὶ τῶν " ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν, ἀνάγκη τὸ 
A τινὶ τῶν T μὴ ὑπάρχειν εἰ γὰρ παντὶ ὑπάρχει 
τῶ δὲ Β μηδενὶ ἐνδέχεται, οὐδὲ τὸ Β οὐδενὶ τῶ A 
ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν ὥστ᾽ εἰ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ T 
ὑπάρχει, οὐδενὶ τῶν I τὸ Β ἐνδέχεται ἀλλ᾽ ὑπ- 
ἔκειτο τινὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
4 Ὅταν δὲ τὸ ἐν μέρει καταφατικὸν ἀναγκαῖον ἣ 
τὸ ἐν TH στερητικῷῶ συλλογισμῶ, οἷον τὸ ΒΓ, ἡ 
860 τὸ καθόλου ἐν τῶ κατηγορικῶ, οἷον τὸ ΑΒ οὐκ 
ἔσται τοῦ ὑπάρχειν συλλογισμός ἀπόδειξις δ᾽ 
αὐτὴ ἣ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν πρότερον ἐὰν δὲ τὸ μὲν 
καθόλου τεθῆ πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον ἄκρον," i) κατα- 
φατικὸν ἡ στερητικόν, ἐνδεχόμενον, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει 
5 ἀναγκαῖον ἱπρὸς τῶ μείζονι “ἄκρω], ἡ οὐκ ἔσται 
συλλογισμός ὅροι δὲ τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
ζῶον---λευκόν--αἀνθρωπος, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
ζῶον--λευκόν---ἰμάτιον ὅταν δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον ἢ τὸ 
καθόλου τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ἐνδεχόμενον, στερητικοῦ 
μὲν ὄντος τοῦ καθόλου τοὺ μὲν ὑπάρχειν Spor ζῶον 
10 ---λευκόν---κόραξ, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον--- 
λευκόν---πίττα, καταφατικοῦ δὲ τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν 
ζῶον---λευκόν---κύκνος, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι ζῶον 
--λευκόν---χιών 
Οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ἀδιόριστοι ληφθῶσιν at προτάσεις 


to ἔλαττον ἄκρον ‘ex optimis libris’ Waitz τῶ ελαττονι 
ἄκρω uolgo 
2 πρὸς axpwom Adf, secl Wartz 
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The same principle will apply to particular syllo- @ One 


universal 

gisms* When the negative premiss is apodeictic, and one 
the conclusion will also be of the negative assertoric cess 
type Eg,if A cannot apply to any B, and B may 
apply to some C, it must follow that A does not 
apply to some C For if A applies to all C, and 
cannot apply to any B, B too cannot apply to any 
A, and so if A applies to all C, B cannot apply to 
any C But it was assumed that 1t may apply to 
some ὃ 

When the particular affirmative premiss (viz BC) 
in the negative, or the universal premiss (viz AB) 
in the affirmative syllogism 1s apodeictic, the con- 
clusion will not be assertoric The proof is the same 
as before ὁ Ifthe universal premiss, whether affirma- 
tive or negative, is problematic and relates to the 
minor, while the particula: premuss 1s apodeictic and 
relates to the majo1 term, there will be no syllogism 
Examples of terms where the predicate necessarily 
applies are animal—white—man, where the pre- 
dicate cannot possibly apply, animal—white—coat 
When the univeisal premiss 1s apodeictic and the 
paiticular problematic, (a) if the universal 1s negative, 
examples of terms where the predicate applies to 
the subject are animal—white—crow, and wheie it 
does not apply, animal—white—pitch , (6) if it 1s 
affirmative, examples of terms where the piedicate 
applies are animal—white—swan, and where ut 
cannot possibly apply, animal—white—snow 

Nor will there be a syllogism when the premusses 

4 Aristotle passes over the case of particular syllogisms 
with both premisses affirmative 

> The proof fails as in the corresponding syllogism at 


36 a7 ff, because the validating syllogism does not give the 
required contradiction ¢ Cf 36 a 19-95 
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36 b 
ἡ ἀμφότεραι κατὰ μέρος, οὐδ᾽ οὕτως ἔσται συλ- 


ογισμός ροι δὲ κοινοὶ τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ζῶον--- 
15 λευκόν--ἀἄνθρωπος, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον-- 
λευκόν--αψυχον καὶ γὰρ τὸ ζῶον τινὶ λευκῷ καὶ 
τὸ λευκὸν ἀψύχω τινὶ καὶ ἀναγκαῖον ὑπάρχειν καὶ 
οὐκ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν κἀπὶ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
ὁμοίως, ὥστε πρὸς ἅπαντα χρήσιμοι οἱ ὅροι 
Φανερὸν οὖν ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅτι ὁμοίως 
20 ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων ἕν τε τῶ ὑπάρχειν καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
ἀναγκαίοις γίγν εταί τε καὶ οὐ γίγνεται συλλογισμός, 
πλὴν κατὰ μὲν τὸ ὑπάρχειν τιθεμένης τῆς στερη- 
τικῆς προτάσεως τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἢ ἣν ὁ συλλογισμός, 
κατὰ δὲ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον τῆς στερητικῆς καὶ τοῦ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι καὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν [δῆλον δὲ καὶ 
95 ὅτι πάντες ἀτελεῖς οἱ συλλογισμοὶ καὶ ὅτι τε- 
λειοῦνται διὰ τῶν προειρημένων σχημάτων ig 
XVII Ἔν δὲ τῶ δευτέρω σχήματι ὅταν μὲν 
ἐνδέχεσθαι λαμβάνωσιν ἀμφότεραι αἱ προτάσεις, 
οὐδεὶς ἔσται συλλογισμός, οὔτε κατηγορικῶν οὔτε 
στερητικῶν τιθεμένων οὔτε καθόλου οὐτε κατὰ 
μέρος ὅταν δὲ ἡ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
80 onuaivn, τῆς μὲν ᾿καταφατικῆς ὑπάρχειν σημαι- 
νούσης οὐ ἔποτ᾽ ἔσται, τῆς δὲ στερητικῆς τῆς 
καθόλου ἀεί τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον καὶ ὅταν ἡ μὲν 
ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι λαμβάνηται τῶν 
προτάσεων δεῖ δὲ καὶ ἐν τούτοις λαμβάνειν τὸ 
ἐν τοῖς συμπεράσμασιν ἐνδεχόμενον ὥσπερ ἐν τοῖς 
πρότερον 
1 566] Maier 


¢ This sentence is quite out of place here, it seems to be 
copied from 39 a 1 (Maier, Syllogastzk, II 1 176, note 2) 


> 33 Ὁ 30, 34 Ὁ 27, 35 b 32 
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are taken as indefinite or both as particular Ex- (8) Both 
amples of terms common to all cases where the Prmiss® 
predicate applies to the subject are animal—white— particula 
man, where it does not apply, animal—white—in- 
animate For it 15 at once necessary and impossible 

both that ‘animal’ should apply to some things 

which are white, and that ‘ white’ should apply to 

some things which are inanimate Suimularly too if 

the relation 1s problematic , so the terms are valid 

for all cases 

Thus it 1s evident from the foregoing analysis that 
a syllogism does or does not result from a similar 
relation of the terms in asse1toric and in apodeictic 
propositions, with this qualification, that, as we 
have seen, if the negative premuss 1s taken as asser- 
toric the conclusion 1s problematic, while if the 
negative premiss is taken as apodeictic, the con- 
clusion 1s both problematic and negative assertouic 
(It is also clear that all the syllogisms are imperfect, 
and are completed by means of the figures already 
mentioned | @ 

XVII In the second figure, when both premisses Second 
are problematic, there will be no syllogism, whether G8", 
they are affirmative or negative, universal or par- observa 
ticular , but when one premiss has an assertoric and “°™* 
the other a problematic sense, if it 1s the affirmative 
premiss that has the asseitoric sense, there will 
never be a syllogism, but if it 1s the negative 
universal premiss, there will always be one The 
same holds good when one of the premusses 1s 
assumed as apodeictic and the other as problematic 
We must understand the sense of ‘ possibility ’ in 
the conclusions τῇ these cases in the same way as 


before ὃ 
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86 ἃ tad 7 e 4 5 , \ 
35 Πρῶτον οὖν δεικτέον ὅτι οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει τὸ 


ἐν τῶ ἐνδέχεσθαι στερητικόν, οἷον εἰ τὸ A ἐνδέχε- 
ται μηδενὶ τῶ Β, οὐκ ἀνάγκη καὶ τὸ Β ἐνδέχεσθαι 
μηδενὶ rH Α κείσθω γὰρ τοῦτο καὶ ἐνδεχέσθω 
τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῶ Α ὑπάρχειν οὐκοῦν ἐπεὶ ἀντι- 
στρέφουσιν αἱ ἐν τῶ ἐνδέχεσθαι καταφάσεις ταῖς 
40 ἀποφάσεσι καὶ at ἐναντίαι καὶ αἱ ἀντικείμεναι, τὸ 
511δὲ Β τῶ A ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, φανερὸν 
ὅτι καὶ παντὶ ἐνδέχοιτο av τὸ Β τῶ A ὑπάρχειν 
τοῦτο δὲ ψεῦδος οὐ γὰρ εἰ τόδε τῶδε παντὶ 
ἐνδέχεται, καὶ τόδε τῷδε ἀναγκαῖον ὥστ᾽ οὐκ 
ἀντιστρέφει τὸ στερητικόν 
Ἔτι δ᾽ οὐδὲν κωλύει τὸ μὲν ἃ τῶ Β ἐνδέχεσθαι 
5 μηδενί, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶν ἐξ ἀνάγκης μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
3 
οἷον τὸ μὲν λευκὸν παντὶ ἀνθρώπω ἐνδέχεται μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν (καὶ γὰρ ὑπάρχειν), ἄνθρωπον δ᾽ οὐκ 
ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν ὡς ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ λευκῷ πολλοῖς 
γὰρ ἐξ ἀνάγκης οὐχ ὑπάρχει, τὸ δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον οὐκ 
ἣν ἐνδεχόμενον 
1. ᾿Αλλὰ μὴν οὐδ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου δειχθήσεται 
ἀντιστρέφον, οἷον εἰ τις ἀξιώσειεν, ἐπεὶ ψεῦδος τὸ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι τὸ Β τῶ ἃ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἀληθὲς τὸ 
μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι μηδενί (φάσις γὰρ καὶ ἀπόφασις), 
εἰ δὲ τοῦτ᾽, ἀληθὲς ἐξ ἀνάγκης τινὶ τῶν A τὸ Β 





The meaning of ἀντικείμεναι 15 very doubtful, but 
“ contradictories * (Jenkinson) must surely be wrong no 
proposition 1s convertible with its contradictory Nor 
indeed 1s a proposition convertible with its contrary but 
since Ba A and BeA are contrary propositions in the 
assertoric mode, it is natural though inaccurate to describe 
them as such in the problematic mode (Alexander 221 19) 
Since the only other problematic propositions which are 
convertible without change of quantity are the sub-conti anes 
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First we must show that there 1s no conversion of Negative 


the negative problematic premiss, eg, that if A 
may apply to no B, it does not necessaiily follow 
that B may apply to no ἃ Let this be assumed , 
16 let us tahe it that B may apply tono ἃ Then 
since affirmations in the problematic sense convert 
with their negations, whether contrary or opposite, 
and since B may apply to no A, evidently B may also 
apply to all 4 But this 1s false, for 1t does not 
necessarily follow that if one term may apply to all 
of another, the latter may also apply to all of the 
former Therefore the negative (problematic) state- 
ment 1s not conveitible 

Again, there 1s no reason why A should not possibly 
apply to no B, although B necessaiily does not apply 
to some A Eg, ‘white’ may not apply to any 
man (for it may also apply to every man), but it 1s 
not tiue to say that ‘man’ may apply to notling 
that 1s white, for ‘man’ necessarily does not 
apply to many white things, and (as we have seen ὃ) 
the necessary 1s not possible 

Fuitheimore, this type of proposition cannot be 
shown to be convertible by reduction ad wmpossebile, 
eg, if 1t were to be claimed that since 1t 15 false ¢ 
that B may apply to no A, it 1s true that 1t cannot 
apply to no A, since the latte: statement 1s the 
contradictory of the forme: , and if this 1s so, 1t 19 
true that B must apply to some A, therefore A 


B1iAand B oA, and since these are at least verbally opposed 
to each other (cf 32 a 32-36 and II 63 Ὁ 23 28 I suggest 
that they are meant here by ἀντικείμεναι Alexander notes 
this possibility (222 2-4), but without much favour 

ὃ 32 a 28 

¢ Se as an inference from the proposition ‘ A may apply 
to no B’ 
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must also apply to some B, but this 1s impossible 
(The reasoning is unsound,) because it does not 
follow that if B cannot apply to no A, 1t must apply 
io some For there are two senses in which we say 
that it 1s not possible for a predicate to apply to 
none of a subject, viz (a) if 1t necessarily applies to 
some, and (0) if 1t necessarily does not apply to some 
For 1t 1s not true to say that that which necessarily 
does not apply to some As may not apply to every A, 
any more than it 1s true that that which necessarily 
applies to some may apply to all Thus if 1t should 
be claimed that since 1t 1s not possible that C should 
apply to all D, 1t necessarily does not apply to some, 
the assumption would be false , for it does apply to 
all, but because in some cases 1t apples necessarily, 
for this reason we say that 1t 1s not posszble for it 
to apply to all Thus to the proposition ‘A may 
apply to all B’ is opposed not only ‘A must not 
apply to some B’ but also “A must apply to some 
B’, and similarly with the proposition ‘A may 
apply to no B 

Thus it 15 clear that we must regard as opposed 
to that which 1s possible or not possible in the sense 
which we originally defined,? not only that which 
necessarily applies to some, but also that which 
necessarily does not apply to some, and if we do 
this, no impossible conclusion follows {in the fore~- 
going example), and so no syllogism results Thus 
itis evident from what has been said that the negative 
{problematic} premiss 1s not conveitible 

Now that this has been proved, let 1t be assumed 4 Both 
that A may apply to no B, but to allC Then there Proms 
will be no syllogism by means of conversion , for 1¢ atic 
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3 
85 yap ὅτι οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει ἡ ἡ τοιαύτη πρότασις ἀλλ᾽ 


οὐδὲ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου τεθέντος γὰρ τοῦ Β παντὶ 
7a DP ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑπάρχειν" οὐδὲν συμβαίνει ψεῦδος 
ἐνδέχοιτο γὰρ ἂν τὸ Α τῶ Γ καὶ παντὶ καὶ μηδενὶ 
ὑπάρχειν ὅλως δ᾽ εἰ έστι συλλογισμός, δῆλον ὁ ὅτι 
τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἂν εἴη (διὰ τὸ μηδετέραν τῶν προ- 
τάσεων εἰλῆφθαι ἐν τῶ ὑπάρχειν), καὶ οὗτος ἢ 
καταφατικὸς ἡ στερητικός οὐδετέρως δ᾽ ἐγχωρεῖ 
καταφατικοῦ μὲν γὰρ τεθέντος δειχθήσεται διὰ 
τῶν ὅρων ὅτι οὐκ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν, στερητικοῦ 
δὲ ὁ ὅτι τὸ συμπέρασμα οὐκ ἐνδεχόμενον ἀλλ᾽ ᾿ἄναγ- 
καῖόν ἐστιν ἔστω γὰρ τὸ μὲν A λευκὸν τὸ δὲ Β 
ἄνθρωπος ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ Γ' immos τὸ δὴ A, τὸ λευκόν, 
ἐνδέχεται τῶ μὲν παντὶ τῶ δὲ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, 
ἀλλὰ τὸ Β τῶ [Γ΄ οὔτε ὑπάρχειν ἐνδέχεται οὔτε 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν ὅτι μὲν οὖν ὑπάρχειν οὐκ ἐγχωρεῖ 
φανερόν, οὐδεὶς γὰρ ἵππος ἄνθρωπος ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ἀνάγκη γὰρ μηδένα ἕππον 
ἄνθρωπον. εἶναι, τὸ δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον οὐκ ἣν ἐνδεχό- 
ενον οὐκ ἄρα γίγνεται συλλογισμός 

μοίως δὲ δειχθήσεται καὶ ἂν ἀνάπαλιν τεθῇ 
μοίως χθή ἀνάπ εθῆ 

τὸ στερητικόν, Kav ἀμφότεραι καταφατικαὶ ληφ- 
θῶσιν ἡ στερητικαί διὰ γὰρ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων 
ἔσται ἡ ἀπόδειξις καὶ ὅταν ἡ μὲν καθόλου ἡ δ᾽ 
ἐν μέρει, ἡ ἀμφότεραι κατὰ μέρος ἡ ἀδιόριστοι, 
ἡ ὁσαχῶς ddAws ἐνδέχεται μεταλαβεῖν τὰς προ- 


1 παιτι] μὴ παντι Mater 


2 vmapyeu | μὴ ὑπάρχειν Mater 





¢4e the mayor premiss AB 

> The sense 1s clearly wrong This premiss must be intended 
to contradict the conclusion (B may apply to no C) which it 
is required to establish The true contradictory would be 
*“B must apply to some C’, this when combined with the 
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has been already observed that such a premiss as 
this “1s not convertible Nor, again, will there be a 
sjllogism by reduction ad wnpossibile, for if αὖ 18 
assumed that B may apply to all Ο ὃ no falsity results, 
because A might apply both to all and to none of C 
In fine, τῇ there 1s a syllogism with these premusses, 
clearly 1t will be problematic, since neither of the 
premuisses 1s tahen in an assertoric sense , and this 
syllogism will be either affirmative or negative But 
neither alternative 1s admissible , for 1f 1t 1s assumed 
to be affirmative, τὸ can be shown by examples of 
terms that the predicate does not apply to the 
subject, and if to be negative, that the conclusion 
is not problematic but apodeictic Let A be 
“white, B ‘man and C ‘horse’ Then A, ze 
white, may apply to all of the one and to none of 
the other , but it is not possible either that B should 
or should not apply to C That it 1s not possible 
that τὸ should apply is evident, for no hoise 15 a man 
But neither 1s it possible that it should not apply , 
for 1t 1s necessary that no horse should be a man, 
and the necessary, as we have seen,° 1s not possible 
Hence no syllogism results 

There will be a similai proof if the negative 15 
taken with the othe: premiss instead, or if both 
premuisses are taken as affirmative or both asnegative, 
for the proof will be drawn from the same terms 
The same holds good when one piemiss 1s universal 
and the other paiticular, οὐ when both are paiticular 
or indefinite, or for any other possible combination 
major premiss would give ‘A may not apply to some C,’ 
which 15 not incompatible with the minor premiss Maier’s 
emendation gives the 11igrt sense, but it has no support from 


Mss or commentators, and 15 at best a clumsy and unnatural 
form of expression ¢ 32 a 28 
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τάσεις ἀεὶ γὰρ έσται διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἡ 


ἀπόδειξις φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἀμφοτέρων τῶν προ- 
τάσεων κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι τιθεμένων οὐδεὶς 
γίγνεται συλλογισμός 
XVHI Εἰ δ᾽ qj μὲν ὑπάρχειν ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
20 onpatver, τῆς μὲν κατηγορικῆς ὑπάρχειν τεθείσης 
τῆς δὲ στερητικῆς ἐνδέχεσθαι οὐδέποτ᾽ ἐ ἔσται συλ- 
λογισμός, οὔτε καθόλου τῶν όρων οὔτ᾽ ἐν “μέρει 
λαμβανομένων ἀπόδειξις δ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ καὶ διὰ 
τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ὅταν δ᾽ ἡ μὲν καταφατικὴ ἐν- 
δέχεσθαι ἡ δὲ στερητικὴ ὑπάρχειν, ἔσται συλλο- 
a5 γισμός εἰλήφθω γὰρ τὸ Α τῶ μεν Β μηδενὶ 
ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ Τ' παντὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἀντιστρα- 
φέντος οὖν τοῦ στερητικοῦ τὸ Β τῶ Α οὐδενὶ 
ὑπάρξει τὸ δὲ A παντὶ TH Τ' ἐνεδέχετο γίγνεται 
δὴ συλλογισμὸς ὅτι ἐνδέχεται τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῶ Dr 
διὰ TOD πρώτου σχήματος ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ πρὸς 
τῷ Τ' τεθείη τὸ στερητικόν 
80 ᾿Εὰν δ᾽ ἀμφότεραι μὲν ὦσι στερητικαΐ, σημαίνη 
δ᾽ ἡ μὲν μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπ- 
άρχειν, δι αὐτῶν μὲν τῶν εἰλημμένων οὐδὲν συμ- 
βαίνει ἀναγκαῖον, ἀντιστραφείσης δὲ τῆς κατὰ πὸ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι προτάσεως γίγνεται. συλλογισμὸς ὅτι 
τὸ Β τῶ Γ ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, καθάπερ € ἐν 
8 τοῖς πρότερον ἔσται γὰρ πάλιν τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα 
ἐὰν δ᾽ ἀμφότεραι τεθῶσι κατηγορικαΐ, οὐκ ἔσται 
ογισμός ὅροι τοῦ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ὑγίεια---ζὥον 
Με Δ᾽ aie, τοῦ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ὑγίεια---ππος 
--ἄνθρωπος 
Tov αὐτὸν δὲ «Τρόπον ἕξει κἀπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει 
4) συλλογισμῶν ὅταν μὲν γὰρ ἢ τὸ καταφατικὸν 
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of premisses, for the proof will always be drawn 
from the same terms Thus it 1s evident that if both 
the premuisses are taken as problematic, no syllogism 
1esults 

XVIII If, however, one premiss has an assertoric B One 
and the other a problematic sense, when the affirma- *¢rne 
tive 15 assumed as assertoric and the negative as problemati 
problematic there will never be a syllogism, whether ἢ) Both 
the terms are taken as universal or as particular Premisses 
The proof will be the same as before, and drawn 
from the same terms But when the affirmative 15 
problematic and the negative assertoric there will 
be a syllogism Let 1t be assumed that A applies 
ἴο πὸ B but may apply toallC Thenif the negative 
premiss 1s converted, B will apply to no ἃ But it 
was assumed that A may apply to allC Therefore 
a syllogism results by means of the first figure,? to 
the effect that B may apply tonoC Similarly too 
if the negative be attached to C ὃ 

If both premisses aie negative, one having a 
negative assertoric and the other a negative pro- 
blematic sense, no necessary conclusion results by 
means of the assumptions as they are, but on the 
conversion of the problematic premiss a syllogism 
1esults to the effect that B may apply to no C, as nm 
the previous example , for once again we shall have 
the first figure If, however, both premisses are 
taken as affirmative, there will be no syllogism 
Examples of terms where the predicate applies to 
the subject are health—animal—man , where it does 
not apply, health—horse—man 

The same principle will also obtain in the case of (2) One 


particular syllogisms When it 1s the affirmative Darteular 


* 84} 19 ff > 85 ὁ 6 ff 
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ὑπάρχον, εἴτε καθόλου ctr’ ἐν μέρει ληφθέν, οὐδεὶς 

~ q 4 “- 

ἔσται συλλογισμός (τοῦτο δ᾽ ὁμοίως καὶ διὰ τῶν 
[ων ~~ ὔ 

αὐτῶν ὅρων δείκνυται τοῖς πρότερον), ὁταν δὲ τὸ 

στερητικόν, ἔσται διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς, καθάπερ 
“~ A 

ἐν τοῖς πρότερον πάλιν ἐὰν audw μὲν τὰ δια- 

᾽ὔ A ~ ,ὔ \ A \ 

στήματα στερητικὰ ληφθῆ, καθόλου δὲ τὸ μὴ 

ὑπάρχειν, ἐξ αὐτῶν μὲν τῶν προτάσεων οὐκ ἔσται 
“-- “ς " 

τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, ἀντιστραφέντος δὲ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι, 

καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον, ἔσται συλλογισμός 

“ " 

Ἐὰν δὲ ὑπάρχον μὲν ἢ τὸ στερητικὸν ἐν μέρει δὲ 
ληφθῆ, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμὸς οὔτε καταφατικῆς 
οὔτε στερητικῆς OVENS τῆς ἑτέρας προτάσεως οὐδ᾽ 
φ 9 / “~ 5 7 ἍἌ 
ὅταν ἀμφότεραι ληφθῶσιν ἀδιόριστοι, ἢ κατα- 
φατικαὶ ἡ ἀποφατικαΐ, ἡ κατὰ μέρος ἀπόδειξις 
δ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ καὶ διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων 

> 

XIX "Kav δ᾽ ἡ μὲν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
onan TOV προτάσεων, τῆς μὲν στερητικῆς 
ἀναγκαίας ovens ἔσται συλλογισμὸς οὐ μόνον ὅτι 
i J 7 Ἁ φ f 5 \ \ [7 9 ¢ ᾽ 
ἐνδέχεται μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἀλλὰ καὶ ὅτι οὐχ ὑπάρχει 
τῆς δὲ καταφατικῆς οὐκ ἔσται κείσθω γὰρ τὸ 
Α τῶ μὲν Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, τῶ 
δὲ Γ' παντὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἀντιστραφείσης οὔν τῆς 

~ 3 \ A ΄- 5 \ e / 4 

στερητικῆς οὐδὲ TO Β τῶ A οὐδενὲ ὑπάρξει τὸ 

A A “~ > 7 / \ 7 4 

δὲ A παντὶ τῶ DP ἐνεδέχετο γίγνεται δὴ πάλιν διὰ 

τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος ὃ συλλογισμὸς ὅτι τὸ Β τῷ 
») 7 A [ὦ 7 Φ \ “-- 7 

Γ ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν ἅμα δὲ δῆλον ὅτι 

ΩΣ oe τ 8 58 εὐ a5. 7 tof) \ 
οὐδ᾽ ὑπάρχει τὸ οὐδενὶ τῶν κείσθω γὰρ 
¢ ’ὔ “ ~ b A “~ 4 9 fa 
ὑπάρχειν οὐκοῦν εἰ τὸ A τῷ Β μηδενὶ ἐνδέχεται 

1 umapfer Cn, Behker 
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statement that is assertoric, whether it 1s taken as 
univeisal οἱ as paiticulai, there will be no syllogism 
(this can be proved by the same method and the 
same terms as before) , but when it is the negative,* 
there will be a syllogism by conversion, as in the 
previous examples On the other hand, if both 
propositions are taken as negative and the negative 
asseito1ic 1s universal, no necessary conclusion will 
result from the premisses as they stand, but when 
the problematic statement 1s conveited there will 
be a syllogism, as before 

If the negative statement is assertoric and taken 
as paiticulai, there will be no syllogism, whether the 
othe: piremiss 1s affirmative or negative, nor will 
there be a syllogism when both aie taken as in- 
definite, whethe: affirmative or negative, or as 
paiticular The proof is the same and 1s effected 
by the s me terms 

XIX If one premiss 1s apodeictic and the other C One 
has a picblematic sense, when rt 1s the negative 2Pgiueh 
premiss that 1s apodeictic, there will be a syllogism, Problemat 
not only to the effect that the predicate maj not (1) Univer 
apply to the subject, but also that 1t does not apply , πον 
but when it is the affirmative premuiss, there will be Sfhemuatay 
no syllogism For let 1t be assumed that A neces- $29,900, 
sarily applies to no B, but may apply to allC Then premss 
by the conversion of the negative premiss, B will 
also apply to no A, and it was assumed that A may 
apply to all C Thus once again by means of the 
fust figure a syllogism results to the effect that B may 
apply to no C® Moreover it 1s obvious also that B 
does not apply to any ὦ For let it be assumed that 
it does apply Then if A cannot apply to any B, 
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38 a 
τὸ δὲ Β ὑπάρχει τινὶ τῶν T, τὸ A τῶν T τινὲ οὐκ 


45 ἐνδέχεται ἀλλὰ παντὶ ὑπέκειτο ἐνδέχεσθαι 
Τὸ > A A , 7 \ 9 \ os 
ov αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον δειχθήσεται καὶ εἰ πρὸς τῶ 
Γ τεθείη τὸ στερητικόν 
Π λ 3 A A 3 a θ “ 
άλιν ἔστω τὸ κατηγορικὸν ἀναγκαῖον θάτερον 
> 4 ~ 
δ᾽ ἐνδεχόμενον, καὶ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β ἐνδεχέσθω 
\ “ ᾿ " e ͵ 2 a= Sh 
μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ TL παντὶ ὑπαρχέτω ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
οὕτως οὖν ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων οὐδεὶς ἔσται συλ- 
, ~ 
80 λογισμός συμβαίνει yap τὸ B τῶ Τ' ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
Ὰ ε ’ ? Ἁ x \ X 273 “ 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν €oTw γὰρ τὸ μὲν A λευκὸν ἐφ᾽ ὦ 
δὲ τὸ Β ἄνθρωπος ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ τὸ Τ' κύκνος τὸ δὴ 
λευκὸν κύκνω μὲν ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχει ἀνθρώπω 
> 3 ᾽ὔ f \ ¥ 5 \ , 
δ᾽ ἐνδέχεται μηδενί, καὶ ἄνθρωπος οὐδενὶ κύκνω 
> 2 7 4 ‘\ ΄“ “-ΓἼ 3 “ ? 
ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὅτι μὲν οὖν τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι οὐκ 
” \ , Ἁ 4 3 3 7 
35 ἔστι συλλογισμὸς φανερόν τὸ yap ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
οὐκ ἣν ἐνδεχόμενον 
"AAA \ 4 10 \ len 3 / 4 A 3 
ad μὴν οὐδὲ τοῦ ἀναγκαίου τὸ γὰρ ἀναγ- 
~ , ~ 
Katov ἡ ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων ἀναγκαίων ἢ ἐκ τῆς στερη- 
τικῆς συνέβαινεν ἔτι δὲ καὶ ἐγχωρεῖ τούτων 
/ \ ~ e / 2Q\ A 7 
κειμένων τὸ Β τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει 
4, τὸ μὲν Τ' ὑπὸ τὸ Β εἶναι τὸ δὲ A τῶ μὲν Β παντὶ 
3 / ~ \ ? 2 7 ς / * > 
ἐνδέχεσθαι τῶ δὲ Τ' ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν, οἷον εἰ 
τὸ μὲν Τ' εἴη ἐγρηγορὸς τὸ δὲ Β ζῶον τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ 
ἊΝ ’ ΄ \ > 
ssbw A κίνησις τῶ μὲν yap ἐγρηγορότι ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
κίνησις, ζώω δὲ παντὶ ἐνδέχεται, καὶ πᾶν τὸ 
> \ “~ Ἁ Be a QO ~ 4 
ἐγρηγορὸς ζῶον φανερὸν ovy ὅτι οὐδὲ τοῦ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν, εἴπερ οὕτως ἐχόντων ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν 
900 
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and B applies to some C, A cannot possibly apply 
to some C? But it was assumed that it may apply 
to all 

The proof can also be effected in the same way 
supposing that the negative be attached to C 

On the other hand, let the affirmative statement 
be apodeictic and the other problematic let A 
possibly apply to no B, and necessarily apply to all 
C Then when the terms are in this relation there 
will be no syllogism , for 1t can so happen that B 
necessarily does not apply to C Eg, let A be 
‘white, B‘ man’ and C‘ swan’ Then white neces- 
sarily applies to swan, but may apply to no man, 
and ‘man’ necessarily apphes to no swan Thus 
it 15 evident that there is no syllogism of the 
problematic type, for we have seen? that the 
necessary 1s not possible 

Nor again will there be an apodeictic syllogism , 
for we saw® that an apodeictic conclusion (only) 
results when both premisses are apodeictic, or when 
the negative premiss 1s apodeictic Again, it 1s 
possible, with the terms taken mm this way, for B to 
apply to C Tor there 1s no reason why C should 
not fall under B in such a way that A may apply to 
all B, but must apply to all C, eg ,1f C were ‘ wah- 
ing,’ B ‘ animal’ and A ‘ motion’, for that which 1s 
awake must have motion, and every animal may have 
motion, and every waking thing 15 an anmal Thus 
it is evident that there is no negative assertoric 
conclusion either, since with this arrangement of 
terms the conclusion 1s assertoric and affirmative 


4 This 1s a fallacy Cf note on 86 ἃ 15 
> 32 a 28 
¢30b7, 31a 21 
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88 b OA \ A 2 r ὔ 1 7.9 
οὐδὲ δὴ τῶν ἀντικειμένων καταφάσεων, ὥστ 


9 A 4 / 
οὐδεὶς ἔσται συλλογισμός 
5 Ὅμοίως δὲ δειχθήσεται καὶ ἀνάπαλιν τεθείσης 
τῆς καταφοτικῆς 
> \ 3 ¢ / ae ξ ? 
Ἐὰν δ᾽ ὁμοιοσχήμονες wow al προτάσεις, 
στερητικῶν μὲν οὐσῶν ἀεὶ γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς 
~ 3 / 
ἀντιστραφείσης τῆς κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι προ- 
“ > / 
τάσεως, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον εἰλήφθω yap 
\ ~ \ B af 59 / A ξ 7 “" δὲ 
το τὸ ἃ τῶ μὲν Β ἐξ ἀνάγκης μὴ ὑπάρχειν, TH δὲ ᾿' 
ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἀντιστραφεισῶν οὖν τῶν 
? A \ “~ 0 \ oe / \ \ 
προτάσεων τὸ μὲν B τῶ A οὐδενὶ ὑπάρχει τὸ δὲ 
A παντὶ τῶ TD ἐνδέχεται yiyvera δὴ τὸ πρῶτον 
“᾿ οὶ / 
σχῆμα κἂν εἰ πρὸς τῶ Τ' τεθείη τὸ στερητικὸν 
ὡσαύτως 
> \ A Ἁ ~ ? “ 
Kav δὲ κατηγορικαὶ τεθῶσιν, οὐκ ἔσται συλ- 
“~ 7 Ἁ ~ 
is λογισμός τοῦ μὲν yap μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἣ τοῦ ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης μὴ ὑπάρχειν φανερὸν ὅτι οὐκ ἔσται διὰ 
τὸ μὴ εἰλῆφθαι στερητικὴν πρότασιν μήτ᾽ ἐν τῶ 
ὑπάρχειν μήτ᾽ ἐν τῶ ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρχειν ἀλλὰ 
μὴν οὐδὲ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
γὰρ οὕτως ἐχόντων τὸ Β τῶ Τ' οὐχ ὑπάρξει, οἷον 
> \ \ , Ν 319. “Δ Ν 4 ¢ 4 
99 εἰ TO μὲν A τεθείη λευκὸν ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ τὸ Β κύκνος τὸ 
δὲ [ ἄνθρωπος οὐδέ γε τῶν ἀντικειμένων κατα- 
φάσεων," ἐπεὶ δέδεικται τὸ Β τῶ Τ' ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
οὐχ ὑπάρχον οὐκ ἄρα γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς ὅλως 
Ὅ ͵ ὃ᾽ @ > A ΄- > / - 
μοίως δ᾽ ἕξει κἀπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν 
1 καταφάσεων n, Alexander, Wartz φασεων 
2 καταφασεων Alexander, Waitz καταῴφασεων και arodacewy 


n αποφαισεων A*BCum avridarcews A avridacewy ἃ 
αποῴφασεων f 
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Nor again 1s there a conclusion which takes the form 
of any of the opposite statements 5 Therefore there 
will be no syllogism 

There will be a similar proof if the affirmative 
premuiss occupies the other position 

If the premuisses ate similar in quality, where they ©) Both 

premisses 

are negative a syllogism always results on the negative 
conversion of the problematic premiss, as before 
Let it be assumed that A necessarily does not apply 
to B, and may not apply to C Then on the con- 
version of the premisses B apples to no A, and A 
may apply to all C Thus the first figure results 
Similarly also if the negative statement relates to C ὃ 

If, however, the premusses are taken as affirmative, © Both 
there will be no syllogism It 15 evident that there 4firmative 
will be none of the negative assertoric or of the 
negative apodeictic type, since no negative premiss 
has been assumed, either in the asseito1ic or in the 
apodeictic sense Fuitheimore, there will be none 
of the negative problematic type, for with the 
terms in this relation B will necessdiily not apply to 
C, eg,if Α 15 taken to be ‘ white, B ‘swan’ and 
C ‘man’ No. can we conclude any of the opposite 
affimations, because we have shown ¢ that B neces- 
sarily does not apply to C Thus no syllogism at 
all results 


The same will also hold good in the case of par- (2) Partict 
@ Aristotle has proved that in each of the three modes a gisris 


negative conclusion 1s impossible, he now adds that the 
corresponding affirmatives are also impossible (sc because 
an affirmative conclusion can only be drawn from two 
affirmative premisses) 

> 2¢@,1f the minor premiss 1s apodeictic The problematic 
premiss 1s originally negative, but becomes affirmative by 
convetsion 

¢ By the examples just cited 
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38 b 
25 ὅταν μὲν γὰρ ἢ τὸ στερητικὸν καθόλου TE Kal 


ἀναγκαῖον, ἀεὶ συ ογισμὸς ἔσται καὶ τοῦ ἐν- 
δέχεσθαι καὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν (ἀπόδειξις δὲ διὰ 
τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς), ὅταν δὲ τὸ καταφατικόν, οὐδέ- 
ποτε τὸν αὐτὸν γὰρ τρόπον δειχθήσεται ὃν καὶ 
ἐν τοῖς καθόλου, καὶ διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων 
80 Οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ἀμφότεραι ληφθῶσι καταφατικαί καὶ 
ap τούτου ἡ αὐτὴ ἀπόδειξις ἣ ἣ καὶ πρότερον 
Ὅταν δὲ ἀμφότεραι μὲν στερητικαὶ καθόλου δὲ 
καὶ ἀναγκαία ἡ τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχειν σημαίνουσα, δι᾽ 
αὐτῶν μὲν τῶν εἰλημμένων οὐκ ἔσται τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, 
ἀντιστραφείσης δὲ τῆς κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι προ- 
ἐδ τάσεως ἔσται συλλογισμός, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς 
πρότερον 
᾿Εὰν δ᾽ ἀμφότεραι ἀδιόριστοι ἡ ἐν μέρει τεθῶσιν, 
οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός ἀπόδειξις δ᾽ ἡ αὐτὴ καὶ 
διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν όρων 
Φανερὸν οὖν ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅτι τῆς μὲν 
στερητικῆς τῆς καθόλου τιθεμένης ἀναγκαίας ἀεὶ 
40 γίγνεται συλλογισμός, οὐ μόνον. τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἀλλὰ καὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, τῆς δὲ 
καταφατικῆς οὐδέποτε καὶ ότι τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον 
898 ἐχόντων ἔν τε τοῖς ἀναγκαίοις καὶ ἐν τοῖς ὑπάρχουσι 
γίγνεταί τε καὶ οὐ γίγνεται συλλογισμός δῆλον 
δὲ καὶ ὅτι πάντες ἀτελεῖς οἱ συλλογισμοί, καὶ ὅτι 
τελειοῦνται διὰ τῶν προειρημένων σχημάτων 





ΠΝ 


4Α fallacy , cf notes on 36 a 15, 38 a 94 
Ὁ 38 a 26-b 4 
¢ 38 Ὁ 18-23 
4 Of 36 Ὁ 19-18 
4 Of 36a 15, 38 a 24, b 26 
72 Actually by the first figure only 
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ticular syllogisms When the negative statement 1s 
univeisal and apodeictic, a syllogism will always 
result to give both a problematic and a negative 
asserto1ic * conclusion (the proof will proceed by 
conversion) , but when the affirmative statement is 
univeisal and apodeictic, there will never be a 
syllogism The proof will be effected in the same 
way as in universal syllogisms, and by means of the 
same terms ὃ 

Nor will there be a syllogism when both premisses 
are tahen as affirmative The proof of this also is 
the same as before ὁ 

When, however, both premisses aie negative, and 
that which has the non-attributive sense 1s universal 
and apodeictic, although there will be no necessary 
conclusion from the assumptions as they are, when 
the problematic premiss 1s converted there will be a 
syllogism, as before 

If, however, both premisses are assumed as in- 
definite or particular, there will be no syllogism The 
proof 15 the same as before, and 1s effected by means 
of the same terms ὦ 

Thus 1t 1s evident from the foregoing analysis 
(a) that when the negative universal premiss is tahen 
as apodeictic a syllogism always results, giving not 
only a conclusion of the negative problematic type 
but also one of the negative asserto1ic type,’ but 
when the affirmative universal premuiss 1s so taken 
a syllogism never results , (6) that a syllogism results 
or does not result from the same arrangement of 
terms τῷ apodeictic as in assertoric propositions It 
is obvious also that all these syllogisms are imperfect, 
and that they are completed by means of the figures 7 
already mentioned 


305 


General 
deductions 


ARISTOTLE 
839 ἃ 


ΧΧ Ἔν δὲ τῶ τελευταίω σχήματι καὶ ἀμφο- 
δ τέρων ἐνδεχομένων. καὶ τῆς ἑτέρας ἔσται συλ- 
λογισμός ὅταν μὲν οὖν ἐνδέχεσθαι σημαίνωσιν 
αἱ προτάσεις, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται ἐνδεχό- 
μενον καὶ ὅταν ἡ μὲν ἐνδέχεσθαι Κ᾽ δ᾽ ὑπάρχειν 
ὅταν δ᾽ ἡ ἑτέρα τεθῆ ἀναγκαία, ἐὰν μὲν n κατα- 
φατική, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα οὔτε ἀναγ- 
10 καῖον οὔθ᾽ ὑπάρχον, ἐὰν δ᾽ ἢ στερητική, τοῦ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ἔσται συλλογισμός, καθάπερ καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
πρότερον ληπτέον δὲ καὶ ἐν τούτοις ὁμοίως τὸ 
ἐν τοῖς συμπεράσμασιν ἐνδεχόμενον 
Ἔστωσαν δὴ πρῶτον ἐνδεχόμεναι, καὶ τὸ Α 
16 καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ ΓΤ ἐνδεχέσθω ὑπάρχειν ἐπεὶ 
ouv ἀντιστρέφει τὸ καταφατικὸν ἐπὶ μέρους. τὸ 
δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ Dr ἐνδέχεται, καὶ τὸ ΙΝ τινὲ τῶ Β 
ἐνδέχοιτ᾽ ἄν ὥστ᾽ εἰ τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῷ Τ' ἐν- 
δέχεται τὸ δὲ Γ τινὶ τῶν Β, καὶ τὸ Α τινὶ τῶν Β ἐν- 
40 δέχεται γίγνεται γὰρ τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα καὶ εἰ 
τὸ μὲν A ἐνδέχεται μηδενὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Β 
παντὶ TH Τ', ἀνάγκη τὸ A τινὲ τῶ Β ἐνδέχεσθαι 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἔσται γὰρ πάλιν τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα 
διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς εἰ δ᾽ ἀμφότεραι στερητικαὶ 
τεθείησαν, ἐξ αὐτῶν μὲν τῶν εἰλημμένων οὐκ 
86 ἔσται τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, ἀντιστραφεισῶν δὲ τῶν 
προτάσεων ἔσται συλλογισμός, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς 
πρότερον εἰ γὰρ τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Τ ἐνδέχεται 
μὴ ,ὑπάρχειν, ἐὰν μεταληφθῆ͵ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν, πάλιν ἔσται τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα διὰ τῆς 
ἀντιστροφῆ 5 
Εἰ δ᾽ ὁ μέν ἐστι καθόλου τῶν ᾿ ὅρων ὁ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει, 
80 τὸν αὐτὸν οὐ ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων ὄνπερ ἐπὶ 


1 μη ἃ om cett 
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XX In the last figure when both premuisses are third 
problematic, and also when only one 1s problematic, 2se, 
there will be a syllogism When both the premisses remarks 
have a problematic sense the conclusion will also 
be problematic, and hkewise when one premiss 1s 
problematic and the other assertorice When how- 
ever, the othe: premiss 1s apodeictic, if 1t 1s affirma- 
tive, the conclusion will be neither apodeictic nor 
assertoric, but if it 1s negative, there will be a 
negative asseitoric conclusion, as before® In these 
syllogisms also the sense of ‘ possibility ᾿ in the con- 
clusions must be understood in the same way as 
before ὃ 

First, then, let the premisses be problematic, and A Both 
let both A and B possibly apply to all C Then bopien 
since the affirmative statement 1s convertible as atic 

(1) Univers 
paiticulai1, and since B may apply to all C, C may <yiogisms 
also apply tosome Β Thus if A may apply to all C, 
and C to some B, A may also apply to some B, for 
we get the first figure And if A may apply to no 
C, and B may apply to all C, 1t necessauily follows 
that A may not apply to some B, for again we shall 
have the first figure by conversion But supposing 
that both premisses are assumed as negative, there 
wil be no necessary conclusion from the assumptions 
as they stand, but when the premisses are converted 
there will be a syllogism, as before , for if both A 
and B may not apply to C, if we substitute in each 
case the expression ‘may apply,’ we shall have the 
first figure again by conversion 

If one of the terms is universal and the other (2) Partieu 
particular, there will or will not be a syllogism with oon ᾿ 

α Of 364 15, 38 ἃ 24, Ὁ 26, 40 
ὃ 33 Ὁ 30, 34 b 27, 35 b 32 36 Ὁ 33 
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oye ~ ef 3 1.9 »# NA , 
TOU UTAPVELY ECOTAL TE Και οὐκ EOTAL συλλογίσμος 


ἐνδεχέσθω yap τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ δὲ B τινὶ 
τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχειν ἔσται δὴ πάλιν τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα 
~ 7 3 
τῆς ἐν μέρει προτάσεως ἀντιστραφείσης εἰ γὰρ 
“~ “κ΄ Ἁ 
τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ δὲ Γ' τινὲ τῶν Β, τὸ A τινὶ 
» “. “ 

8 τῶν Β ἐνδέχεται καὶ εἰ πρὸς τῶ" BI τεθείη τὸ 
/ ¢ , ¢ f \ \ > A \ 
καθόλου, ὡσαύτως ὁμοίως δὲ Kal εἰ τὸ μὲν ΑΓ 

3 f \ \ / 4 
στερητικὸν εἴη τὸ δὲ BY καταφατικόν ἔσται yap 
πάλιν τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς 

, ε 
Ki δ᾽ ἀμφότεραι στερητικαὶ τεθείησαν, ἢ μὲν 
θ sr e ὃ᾽ 3 ὔ ὃ 3 ᾽ “~ \ “~ PN 
καθόλου ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει, δι’ αὐτῶν μὲν τῶν εἰλημ- 
/ 3 3 ὔ > ~ 3 
895 μένων οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός, ἀντιστραφεισῶν ὃ 
ἔσται, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον 
iia A > / 3 , aN 3 / 
Ὅταν δὲ adpddrepar ἀδιόριστοι ἢ ἐν μέρει 
“ ,ὔ \ \ 
ληφθῶσιν οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός καὶ yap παντὶ 
~ “ 
ἀνάγκη τὸ A τῶ B καὶ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν ὅροι 
~ / ~ ~ \ 
δ τοῦ ὑπάρχειν ζῶον---ἄνθρωπος---λευκόν, τοῦ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ἵππος---ἄνθρωπος-λευκόν, μέσον λευκόν 
> 
XXI Ἐὰν δὲ ἡ μὲν ὑπάρχειν ὴ δ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
σημαίνη τῶν προτάσεων, τὸ μὲν συμπέρασμα 
ἔσται ὅτι ἐνδέχεται. καὶ οὐχ ὅτι ὑπάρχει, συλ- 
10 λογισμὸς δ᾽ ἔσται τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ἐχόντων τῶν 
“ a 
ὁρων ὃν Kat ἐν τοῖς πρότερον ἔστωσαν yap 
πρῶτον κατηγορικοΐ, καὶ τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ T 
¢ / ‘ \ 4 3 a φ / 
ὑπαρχέτω τὸ δὲ B παντὶ ἐνδεχέσθω ὑπάρχειν 
3 ~ ~ “ 
ἀντιστραφέντος οὖν τοῦ BL τὸ πρῶτον ἔσται 
~ A 
σχῆμα, Kal TO συμπέρασμα ὅτι ἐνδέχεται τὸ A 
τὸ τινὶ τῶν Β ὑπάρχειν ὅτε γὰρ ἡ ἑτέρα τῶν προ- 
1 τῷ] ro Cdfn 





4 Cf 28 b 5—29 a 6 
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the same arrangement of terms as m assertoric 
syllogisms® Let it be assumed that A may apply 
to all C, and B to some C Then by the conversion 
of the particular premiss we shall again have the 
first figure , for 1f A may apply to all C, and C to 
some B, then A may apply to some B The same 
will be true if the universal statement relates to the 
premiss BC Similarly also if the premiss AC 15 
negative and BC affirmative, for conversion will 
again give us the first figure 

If both premisses are assumed as negative, the 
one universal and the other particular, there will be 
no conclusion from the assumptions as they stand, 
but on thei conversion we shall have a syllogism, 
as before 

When, however, both premisses are taken as 
indefinite or particular, there will be no syllogism , 
for A necessarily applies both to none and to all of 
B® Examples of terms where the predicate applies 
to the subject are animal—man—white , where it 
does not apply, horse—man—white White is the 
middle term 

XXI If one of the premisses has an asseitoric B One 
and the other a problematic sense, the conclusion Sssrmore 
will be problematic, not assertoric, and a syllogism problematic 
will result from the same arrangement of terms as ἢ) Both 
in the previous examples® First let the terms be Premsses 
positive let A apply to all C, and let B possibly 
apply to all C Then the conversion of the premiss 
BC will give us the first figme, and the conclusion 
that A may apply to some B, for we have seen? 


» 6 terms can be found (as in the examples which follow) 
to exhibit both these relations 
‘Inch τὰ ὁ 33 Ὁ 25-40 
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39 Ὁ 
τάσεων ἐν τῶ πρώτω σχήματι σημαίνοι ἐνδέχε- 
σθαι, καὶ τὸ ᾿ συμπέρασμα ἢ ἣν ἐνδεχόμενον ὁμοίως 
δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν ΒΡ ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ AD EVOEXE- 
σθαι, Kat εἰ τὸ “μὲν ΑΓ στερητικὸν τὸ δὲ ΒΓ 
κατηγορικόν, ὑπάρχοι δ᾽ ὁποτερονοῦν, ἀμφοτέρως 
ἐνδεχόμενον ἔσται τὸ ᾿συμπέρασμα γίγνεται γὰρ 
20 πάλιν τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα, δέδεικται δ᾽ ὅτι τῆς 
ἑτέρας προτάσεως ἐνδέχεσθαι σημαινούσης ἐν 
αὐτῶ καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται ἐνδεχόμενον él 
δὲ τὸ [ἐνδεχόμενον } στερητικὸν τεθείη πρὸς τὸ 
ἔλαττον ἄκρον ἡ καὶ ἄμφω ληφθείη στερητικά, 
du αὐτῶν μὲν τῶν κειμένων οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός, 
25 ἀντιστραφέντων δ᾽ ἔσται, καθάπερ ἐ ἐν τοῖς πρότερον 
Εἰ δ᾽ ἡ μὲν καθόλου τῶν προτάσεων ἡ δ᾽ ἐν 
μέρει, ὙΠ ΚΤ μὲν οὐσῶν ἀμφοτέρων ἡ τῆς 
μὲν καθόλου στερητικῆς τῆς δ᾽ ἐν μέρει κατα- 
φατικῆς, ὁ αὐτὸς τρόπος ἔσται τῶν συλλογισμῶν 
80 πάντες γὰρ περαίνονται διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος 
ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι καὶ οὐ τοῦ 
ὑπάρχειν ἔσται δ᾽ συλλογισμός εἰ δ᾽ ἡ μὲν 
καταφατικὴ καθόλου ἡ δὲ στερητικὴ ἐν μέρει, διὰ 
τοῦ ἀδυνάτου ἔσται ἡ ἀπόδειξις ὑπαρχέτω “γὰρ 
τὸ μὲν B παντὶ τῶ Yr, τὸ δὲ A ἐνδεχέσθω τινὶ τῶ 
86 1° μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἀνάγκη δὴ τὸ A ἐνδέχεσθαι τινὶ 
τῷ Β μὴ ὑπάρχειν εἰ γὰρ παντὶ τῷ Β τὸ A 
ὑπάρχει ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῷ Τ' κεῖται 
ὑπάρχειν, τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Τ' ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὑπάρξει 
(τοῦτο γὰρ δέδεικται πρότερον) ἀλλ᾽ ὑπέκευτο τινὶ 
ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
sa ταν δ᾽ ἀδιόριστοι ἢ ἐν μέρει ληφθῶσιν ἀμ- 
φότεραι, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός ἀπόδειξις δ᾽ ἡ 
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that when one of the premusses in the first figure 
has a problematic sensc, the conclusion 1s also pro- 
blematic Similaily too if BC 15 asseitoiic and 
AC problematic, or if AC 1s negative and BC 
affirmative, and either 1s assertoric in both cases 
the conclusion will be problematic, for again we get 
the fist figure, and 1t has been shown that in 1t when 
one of the premisses 1s problematic mm sense the 
conclusion will also be problematic If, however, 
the negative problematic statement 1s attached to 
the minor term, or if both statements are taken as 
negative, no syllogism will result from the assump- 
tions as they stand, but on their conversion there will 
be a syllogism, as before 

If one of the premisses 1s universal and the other @) One 
particular, when both are affirmative, or when the ἀλτανς Ν 
universal 1s negative and the particular affirmative, 
the syllogisms will be effected in the same way , for 
all the conclusions aie reached by means of the first 
figure Hence it 1s evident that the conclusion will 
be problematic, not assertoric If, however, the 
affirmative premiss is universal and the negative 
particular, the proof will be per zmpossibile Let B 
apply to all C, and let A possibly not apply to some C 
Then it necessarily follows that A may not apply to 
some ΒΒ For if A necessarily apphes to all B, and 
B is still assumed to apply to all C, A will necessarily 
apply to all C, for this has been proved aleady 4 
But it was assumed that it may not apply to some 

When both premisses are taken as mdefinite or 
paiticular, there will be no syllogism The proof 


4 80 a 15-23 
1om n,comm Wastz 
2 960m AC Bekker 
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40 a 
αὐτὴ ἣ καὶ ἐν τοῖς καθόλου, καὶ διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν 


ὅρων 
Pa Ki δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ μὲν ἀναγκαία τῶν προτά- 
σεων ἡ δ᾽ ἐνδεχομένη, κατηγορικῶν μὲν ὄντων τῶν 
ὅρων ἀεὶ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι ἔσται συλλογισμός, ὅταν 
δ᾽ 7 TO μὲν κατηγορικὸν τὸ δὲ στερητικόν, ἐὰν μὲν 
7 τὸ καταφατικὸν ἀναγκαῖον, τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν, ἐὰν δὲ τὸ στερητικόν, καὶ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν καὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν τοῦ δ᾽ ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης μὴ ὑπάρχειν οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός, 
ὥσπερ οὐδ᾽ ἐν τοῖς ἑτέροις σχήμασιν 

Ἔστωσαν δὴ κατηγορικοὶ πρῶτον οὗ ὅροι, καὶ 
τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπαρχέτω ἐξ ἀνάγκης, τὸ 
δὲ Β ἰτῶ ΤΊ παντὶ ἐνδεχέσθω ὑπάρχειν ἐπεὶ 
οὖν τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ Γ ἀνάγκη, τὸ δὲ Γ τινὶ τῶ 
τ. Β ἐνδέχεται, καὶ τὸ A τινὲ τῶ Β ἐνδεχόμενον 
ἔσται καὶ οὐχ ὑπάρχον οὕτω γὰρ συνέπιπτεν ἐπὶ 
τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος ὁμοίως δὲ δειχθήσεται 
καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν BI τεθείη ἀναγκαῖον τὸ δὲ AT 
ἐνδεχόμενον 

daw ἔστω TO μὲν κατηγορικὸν τὸ δὲ στερη- 
τικόν, ἀναγκαῖον δὲ τὸ “κατηγορικόν, καὶ τὸ μὲν 
Α ἐνδεχέσθω μηδενὶ τῶν" P ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Β 
παντὶ ὑπαρχέτω ἐξ ἀνάγκης ἔσται δὴ πάλιν τὸ 
πρῶτον σχῆμα, καὶ [γὰρ])" ἡ “στερητικὴ πρότασις 
ἐνδέχεσθαι σημαΐνει φανερὸν ouv ὅτι τὸ συμπέρασμα 
ἔσται ἐνδεχόμενον ὅτε γὰρ οὕτως ἔχοιεν αἱ προ- 
τάσεις ἐν τῶ πρώτῳ σχήματι, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα 
25 Ἣν ἐνδεχόμενον 

Εἰ δ᾽ ἡ στερητικὴ πρότασις ἀναγκαία, τὸ συμ- 


οι 


1 


Oo 


2 


ΞΘ 


1 τῷ YT om BCdfu habent post παντι nD 
3. τῶν] τῶ Cmu 3 γὰρ seclusi 
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is the same as in the case of universal syllogisms,* 
and is obtained by means of the same terms 

XXII If one of the premusses 1s apodeictic and the C One 
othe: problematic, when the terms aie positive the cs 
conclusion will always be problematic , but when eat 
one is positive and the other negative, if the affirma- 
tive statement 1s apodeictic, the conclusion will be 
negative and pioblematic, but if the negative state- 
ment 15 apodeictic the conclusion will be negative 
problematic and negative assertouic®, there will 
be no negative apodeictic conclusion, just as there 
was none in the other figmes 

Thus let the terms first be positive, and let A (@) Both 
necessarily apply to all C, and B possibly apply to tniersal 
allC Then since A must apply to all C, and C may (ἢ Both | 
apply to some B, A will also apply, in a problematic affirmative 
and not in an asselto1ic sense, to some B, for we 
have seen ὅ that this is the consequence in the fist 
figure The proof will be similar also if the premiss 
BC be assumed as apodeictic and AC as problematic 

Next, let one statement be affiimative and the Ὁ One 
other negative, the affirmative being apodeietic , and cane 
let A possibly apply to no C, and B necessauily apply Pog 
to allC Then we shall again have the fist figure , 
and the negative premiss has the problematic sense 
Thus it is evident that the conclusion will be pro- 
blematic , for we saw? that when the piemuisses are 
in this relation in the first figure the conclusion 1s 
also problematic 

If, however, the negative piemuss 1s apodeictic, 

* No such proof appears in the passage indicated (39 b 6-25), 
but the reference there (11 9-10) to the terms of the preceding 
chapter shows that Aristotle had in mind the section 39 b 2-6 

ὃ Cf 40 a 30-32 wnfra 

° 35 Ὁ 388—36 al 4 36 a 17-25 
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πέρασμα ἔσται καὶ ὅτι ἐνδέχεταί τινι μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
καὶ ὅτι οὐχ ὑπάρχει κείσθω γὰρ τὸ τῷ Τὶ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
ἀντιστραφέντος οὔν τοῦ ΒΓ καταφατικοῦ τὸ πρῶ- 


80 ΤῸΡ ἔσται σχῆμα, καὶ ἀναγκαία ἡ στερητικὴ πρό- 


8 


ς 


τασις ὅτε δ᾽ οὕτως εἶχον αἱ προτάσεις, συνέβαινε 
τὸ Α τῶ Τὶ καὶ ἐνδέχεσθαι τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν καὶ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν, ὥστε καὶ τὸ Α τῶ Β ἀνάγκη τινὶ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ὅταν δὲ τὸ στερητικὸν τεθῆ πρὸς τὸ 
ἔλαττον ἄκρον, ἐὰν μὲν ἐνδεχόμενον, ἔσται συλ- 
λογισμὸς μεταληφθείσης τῆς προτάσεως, καθάπερ 
ἐν τοῖς πρότερον, ἐὰν δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον, οὐκ ἔσται καὶ 
γὰρ παντὶ ἀνάγκη καὶ οὐδενὶ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν 
ὅροι τοῦ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ὑπνος--ἶππος καθεύδων--- 
ἄνθρωπος, τοῦ μηδενὶ ὕπνος---ἶππος ἐγρηγορώς-- 
ἄνθρωπος 

Ὁμοίως δὲ ἕξει καὶ εἰ ὃ μὲν καθόλου τῶν ὅρων 


40 ὃ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει πρὸς τὸ μέσον κατηγορικῶν μὲν γὰρ 
4 
40b ὄντων ἀμφοτέρων τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι καὶ οὐ τοῦ 


ὑπάρχειν ἔσται συλλογισμός, καὶ ὅταν τὸ μὲν 
στερητικὸν ληφθῆ τὸ δὲ καταφατικόν, ἀναγκαῖον 
é τὸ καταφατικόν ὅταν δὲ τὸ στερητικὸν ἀναγ- 
καῖον, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν 


¢ A >» A / 2 ~ " 
56 γὰρ αὐτὸς τρόπος ἔσται τῆς δείξεως καὶ καθόλου 


Ἁ \ / ~ μά , 3 ; \ \ 
καὶ μὴ καθόλου τῶν ὅρων ὄντων ἀνάγκη yap διὰ 
τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος τελειοῦσθαι τοὺς συλλο- 
γισμούς, ὥστε καθάπερ ἐν ἐκείνοις, καὶ ἐπὶ τούτων 
3 -ἉἪἬ 
ἀναγκαῖον συμπίπτειν ὅταν δὲ τὸ στερητικὸν 

θ “Δ λ θ 4 AF \ A Ξλ 3 oA 
καθόλου ληφθὲν τεθῇ πρὸς τὸ ἔλαττον ἄκρον, ἐὰν 





α 36 a 383, where see note 
> Sc in the present example 
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there will be not merely a negative particular pro- 
blematic but a negative paiticular asserto1ic con- 
clusion For let us assume that A necessarily does 
not apply to C, and that Bmay apply toallC Then 
the conversion of the affirmative premiss BC will give 
the first figure, and the negative piemiss is apodeictic 
But we saw? that when the premuisses are in this 
relation 1t follows not meiely that A may not apply 
but that A does not apply to some C, and so it 
must also follow® that A does not apply to some B 
When, however, the negative statement refers to 
the minor term, if 1t 1s problematic there will be a 
syllogism after substitution of the premiss,¢ as befoue , 
but if the statement 15 apodeictic there will be no 
syllogism , for A both must apply to all B and must 
apply to none Terms to illustrate the former rela- 
tion are sleep—sleeping horse—man, to illustrate 
the latter, sleep—waking horse—man 
The same principle will also apply if one of the @) One 

{eatreme) terms 1s in a universal and the other 1n a Porhoular 
particular relation to the middle term _If both state- 
ments are affirmative the conclusion will be proble- 
matic and not assertoric , and also when one 1s taken 
as negative and the othe: as affirmative, the latter 
being apodeictic When, however, the negative state- 
ment is apodeictic the conclusion will be negative 
and assertouic , for the proof will take the same form 
whethe: the terms are universal or not, because the 
syllogisms must be completed by means of the first 
figure, and so the result must be the same in these 
as τῷ the former examples? When, howevei, the 
negative statement, taken as universal, refers to the 


* 2e the corresponding affirmative premiss 
4 Cf 40a 25 
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40 b 
10 μὲν ἐνδεχόμενον, ἔσται συλλογισμὸς διὰ τῆς 


3 lon ἼΝ 3 3 aA > δ΄ 
ἀντιστροφῆς, ἐὰν δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον, οὐκ ἔσται δει- 
\ 3 ~ 
χθήσεται δὲ τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον ὃν καὶ ἐν τοῖς καθ- 
όλου, καὶ διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων 
Φανερὸν οὖν καὶ ἐν τούτω τῶ σχήματι πότε καὶ 
~ - 3 
πῶς ἔσται συλλογισμός, καὶ πότε τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
1s καὶ πότε τοῦ ὑπάρχειν δῆλον δὲ καὶ OTL πάντες 
ἀτελεῖς, Kal ὅτι τελειοῦνται διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχή- 
μᾶτος 
XXITT Ὅτι μὲν οὖν οἱ ἐν τούτοις τοῖς σχήμασι 
συλλογισμοὶ τελειοῦνται διὰ τῶν ἐν τῶ πρώτω 
~ Ἁ 
σχήματι καθόλου συλλογισμῶν καὶ εἰς τούτους 
5 é “~ ᾿ ~ 3 f a 2 € ~ 
20 ἀνάγονται, δῆλον ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων ὅτι δ᾽ ἁπλῶς 
~ “οἮ , 
πᾶς συλλογισμὸς οὕτως ἕξει, νῦν ἔσται φανερόν, 
»“" “a / ~ 
ὅταν δειχθῇ πᾶς γιγνόμενος διὰ τούτων τινὸς τῶν 
σχημάτων 
-ὦὦ / 
᾿Ανάγκη δὴ πᾶσαν ἀπόδειξιν Kal πάντα συλ- 
λογισμὸν ἡ ὑπάρχον τι ἡ μὴ ὑπάρχον δεικνύναι, καὶ 
25 τοῦτο ἡ καθόλου ἡ κατὰ μέρος, ἔτι ἡ δεικτικῶς ἡ 
3 e fa ~ ? 3 ¢ ’ 2 \ \ 
ἐξ ὑποθέσεως τοῦ δ᾽ ἐξ ὑποθέσεως μέρος τὸ διὰ 
τοῦ ἀδυνάτου πρῶτον οὖν εἰπωμεν περὶ τῶν 
δεικτικῶν τούτων γὰρ δειχθέντων φανερὸν ἔσται 
ῖ > AN ~ 3 \ 3 7 \ ¢ “~ 3 
καὶ ἐπὶ THY εἰς TO ἀδύνατον καὶ ὅλως τῶν ἐξ 
ὑποθέσεως 
go Εἰ δὴ δέοι τὸ A κατὰ τοῦ B συλλογίσασθαι ἡ 
¢ “ A \ ) A 
ὑπάρχον ἢ μὴ ὑπάρχον, ἀνάγκη λαβεῖν τι κατά 
9 \ o~ “Ὁ 
τινος εἰ μὲν οὖν τὸ A κατὰ τοῦ Β ληφθείη, τὸ ἐξ 
3 ~ A 3 / ? \ ‘ ~ \ \ 
ἀρχῆς ἔσται εἰλημμένον εἰ δὲ κατὰ τοῦ I’, τὸ δὲ 
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minor term, if it is problematic, there will be a 
syllogism by conversion , but ifit is apodeictic, there 
willbe nosyllogism The proof will be effected in the 
same way as in the universal syllogisms, and by means 
of the same terms 

Thus αὖ 15 evident, in this figuie also, when and in 
what circumstances there will be a syllogism, and 
when this will be problematic and when assertoric 
It is also clear that the syllogisms are all umperfect, 
and that they are completed by means of the first 
figure 

XXIII It 1s evident, then, from the foregoing ΑἹΊ syllo 
analysis that the s)llogisms m this figure are com- Siected by 
pleted by means of the universal syllogisms in the the three 
first figure, and are reducible to them ‘Ths holds ἢ 
good of every syllogism without exception, as will at 
once be evident when it has been shown that every 
syllogism is effected by means of one of these figures 

Now every demonstration and every syllogism must ΤΑΝ 
prove that some attribute does or does not apply to siete 
some subject, and that either universally or m a pai- Proots 
ticular sense Further, the pioof must be either 
ostensive or hypothetical One hind of hypothetical 
proof 1s proof per wmpossebile Fust, then, let us deal 
with ostensive proofs , fo. when we have shown the 
conditions which govein these, the facts will also be 
made clear with regard to proofs by reduction ad 
emposszbile and to hypothetical proofs in general 

Supposing, then, that it 1s requued to draw an Ostensive 
inference that the predicate A apples or does not fequires 
apply to the subject B, we must assume some predica- Ses ; 
tion of some subject Now xf we assume that A 1s 
predicated of B, we shall have a pettso principu = If 
we assume that A is predicated of Ὁ, but C is predi- 
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40 b 
Tl κατὰ μηδενός, μηδ᾽ ἄλλο κατ᾽ ἐκείνου, μηδὲ 


‘ “ 7 50 8 ” NA ? ~ 
gs κατὰ τοῦ A érepov, οὐδεὶς ἔσται συλλογισμός τῶ 
~ f 
yap ἕν καθ᾽ ἑνὸς ληφθῆναι οὐδὲν συμβαίνει ἐξ 
eS 7 
ἀνάγκης ὥστε προσληπτέον καὶ ἑτέραν πρότασιν 
“ ~ $ A 
"Eav μὲν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A κατ᾽ ἄλλου ἢ ἄλλο 
Ἁ “ \ \ “Ἂ , > \ 
κατὰ τοῦ A, ἡ κατὰ τοῦ Τ' έτερον, εἶναι μὲν συλ- 
4 
λογισμὸν οὐδὲν κωλύει, πρὸς μέντοι TO Β οὐκ 
ὔ a ~ 3 , 993 / 3 ¢ + 
40 ἔσται διὰ τῶν εἰλημμένων οὐδ᾽ ὅταν τὸ Τ' ἑτέρω, 
3 .- of \ “~ € f/f \ / Ἁ 
414 κἀκεῖνο ἄλλω, καὶ τοῦτο ἐτέρω, μὴ συνάπτη δὲ 
πρὸς τὸ Β, οὐδ᾽ οὕτως ἔσται πρὸς τὸ B συλλογι- 
᾿. 1 , \ ᾿ φ γε SZ 
σμὸς ' ὅλως yap εἴπομεν ὅτι οὐδεὶς οὐδέποτε 
4 
ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ἄλλου κατ᾽ ἄλλου μὴ ληφθέντος 
¢ “ 
τινὸς μέσου, ὃ πρὸς ἑκάτερον ἔχει πως Tals KaT- 
a ¢ A \ \ € “-- 3 
δ᾽ ἡγορίαις ὁ μὲν yap συλλογισμὸς ἁπλῶς ἐκ προ- 
4 7 ? ¢ 4 \ 7 4 3 “- 
τάσεών ἐστιν, ὃ δὲ πρὸς τόδε συλλογισμὸς ἐκ τῶν 
\ 4 / ¢ \ δὰ \ ὃ \ “᾿ 
πρὸς τόδε προτάσεων, ὁ δὲ τοῦδε πρὸς τόδε διὰ τῶν 
~ 4 ὔ 7 ? / δ \ 
τοῦδε πρὸς τόδε προτάσεων ἀδύνατον δὲ πρὸς 
\ “~ , \ ? ~ 
τὸ B λαβεῖν πρότασιν μηδὲν μήτε κατηγοροῦντας 
> ΄“΄“ , > 5 / \ / “~ \ ‘ 
αὐτοῦ μήτ᾽ ἀπαρνουμένους, ἡ πάλιν τοῦ A πρὸς τὸ 
τ Β μηδὲν κοινὸν λαμβάνοντας ἀλλ᾽ ἑκατέρου ἴδια 
~ V3 ) 
ἄττα κατηγοροῦντας ἢ ἀπαρνουμένους ὥστε ληπ- 
/ Ζ ? a ae 7 Ἁ f 
τέον TL μέσον ἀμφοῖν, ὃ συνάψει Tas κατηγορίας, 
3} 4 “~ \ 7 f 
εἴπερ ἔσται τοῦδε πρὸς τόδε συλλογισμός 


1 συλλογισμος} συλλογισμὸς τοῦ A Bru 
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cated of nothing, and no other term 15 predicated of 
C, and nothing else 1s predicated of A, there will be 
no syllogism, for no necessary conclusion follows 
from the assumption that one term 1s predicated of 
one other term Hence we must also assume another 
premiss 

Now if we assume that A 1s predicated of another Need fora 
term, or another term of A, or some other term of C, term 
there 1s nothing to prevent a syllogism, but if 1% 
pioceeds from these assumptions it will have no 
reference to B Again, when C 15 connected to 
another term, and this to another, and this to yet 
another, and the series 1s not connected with B, in 
this case too we shall have no syllogism with reference 
toB For we have stated 5 the general principle that 
we shall never have any syllogism proving that one 
term 15 predicated of another unless some middle 
term 1s assumed which is related in some way by 
predication to each of the other two, for the syllo- 
gism in geneial proceeds from premusses, and the 
syllogism relating to a given term proceeds from 
premisses 1elating to that term, and the syllogism 
proving the relation of one term to another 1s obtained 
by means of premusses which state the relation of one 
to the other Butit1s impossible to obtain a premiss 
1elating to B if we neither assert nor deny anything 
of B , or again one which states the relation of A to B 
if we cannot find something common to both, but 
merely assert or deny certain attributes peculiar to 
each Therefore we must take some middle term 
relating to both, which will lnk the predications 
together, if there 1s to be a syllogism proving the 
relation of one term to the other 


* 25b 32 
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44 5 3 ΨᾺ 3 ᾽ὔ “ a ἢ 2 ? 
Ei οῦν ἀνάγκη μέν τι λαβεῖν πρὸς ἄμφω κοινόν, 


τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐνδέχεται τριχῶς (yn γὰρ τὸ A τοῦ Τ' καὶ 
τὸ τὸ Γ τοῦ Β κατηγορήσαντας, ἡ τὸ Τ' κατ᾽ ἀμφοῖν, 
ἢ ἄμφω κατὰ τοῦ I), ταῦτα δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὰ εἰρημένα 
σχήματα, φανερὸν ὅτι πάντα συλλογισμὸν ἀνάγκη 
γίγνεσθαι διὰ τούτων τινὸς τῶν σχημάτων ὁ γὰρ 
αὐτὸς λόγος καὶ εἰ διὰ πλειόνων συνάπτοι πρὸς 
0 τὸ Β ταὐτὸ γὰρ ἔσται σχῆμα καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν πολλῶν 
Ὅτι μὲν οὖν ot δεικτικοὶ πάντες περαΐνονται διὰ 
τῶν προειρημένων σχημάτων, φανερόν ότι δὲ καὶ 
οἱ εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον, δῆλον ἔσται διὰ τούτων πάντες 
γὰρ οἱ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου περαίνοντες τὸ μὲν ψεῦδος 
9.0 συλλογίζονται, τὸ δ᾽ ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐξ ὑποθέσεως δει- 
κνύουσιν, ὅταν ἀδύνατόν τι συμβαίν τῆς ἄἀντι- 
φάσεως τεθείσης, οἷον ὅτι ἀσύμμετρος ἡ διάμετρος 
διὰ τὸ γίγνεσθαι τὰ περιττὰ toa τοῖς ἀρτίοις 
συμμέτρου τεθείσης τὸ μὲν οὖν ἶσα γίγνεσθαι τὰ 
περιττὰ τοῖς ἀρτίοις συλλογίζονται, τὸ δ᾽ ἀσύμ- 
μέτρον εἶναι τὴν διάμετρον ἐξ ὑποθέσεως δεικνύ- 
80 ουσιν, ἐπεὶ ψεῦδος συμβαΐνει διὰ τὴν ἀντίφασιν 
τοῦτο γὰρ ἣν τὸ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου συλλογίσασθαι, 
τὸ δεῖξαί τι ἀδύνατον διὰ τὴν ἐξ ἀρχῆς ὑπόθε- 
σιν wor ἐπεὶ τοῦ ψεύδους γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς 
δεικτικὸς ἐν τοῖς εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον ἀπαγομένοις, τὸ 
86 δ᾽ ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐξ ὑποθέσεως δείκνυται, τοὺς δὲ δει- 
κτικοὺς πρότερον εἴπομεν ὅτι διὰ τούτων περαί- 
νονται τῶν σχημάτων, φανερὸν ὅτι καὶ of διὰ τοῦ 


* For the proof see Fuclid, Hlements,x app 97 (Heiberg 
and Nlenge) 
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Since, then, we must take seme common teim which The difter 
is related to both, and this may be dune in thee ways, pu", 
viz , by predicating A of C and C of B, οἱ C of both, af the 
οι both of C, and these are the figmes already eee 
described, 1t 1s evident that every syllogism must be te ο 
effected by means of one of these figures, for the ~ 
same principle will also hold good if A 15 connected 
with B by more than one term , the figure will be the 
same also in the case of seveial terms 

It 15 evident, then, that ostensive proofs are Procedur 
cariied out by means of the figures already described 0f'!!\P9 
That proofs by reduction ad empossibile are also carried proof 
out by their means will be clearly shown by what 
follows Everyone who carries out a proof per am- 
posstbile proves the false conclusion by syllogism and 
demonstrates the point at issue er hypothese when an 
impossible conclusion follows from the assumption of 
the contiadictory proposition  g, one proves thit 
the diagonal of a square 1s incommensurable with the 
sides by showing that if it 1s assumed to be commen- 
surable, odd become equal to even numbers® Thus 
he argues to the conclusion that odd becomes equal 
to even, and proves δι hypothes: that the diagonal 19 
incommensurable, since the contradictory proposition 
produces a false result For we saw that to reach a 
logical conclusion per empossibile 1s to prove some con- 
clusion mmpossible on account of the original assump- 
tion® Therefore since in reduction ad zmpossebile 
we obtain an ostensive syllogism of falsity (the point 
at issue being proved er hypothes:), and we have 
stated above that ostensive syllogisms aie effected by 
means of these figures, 1t 15 evident that per zmposs- 


» 2e to show that the contradictory of the required con- 
clusion 15 incompatible with one of the original premisses 
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4 ~ 
ἀδυνάτου συλλογισμοὶ διὰ τούτων ἔσονται τῶν 
7 ¢ 3 
σχημάτων ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ οἱ ἄλλοι πάντες ot ἐξ 
A ? 
ὑποθέσεως ἐν ἅπασι yap 6 μὲν συλλογισμὸς yi- 
3 \ ? A δ᾽ ? > ~ 
40 γνεται πρὸς TO μεταλαμβανόμενον, τὸ δ᾽ ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
ξ 7 
41 b περαίνεται δι᾿ ὁμολογίας ἤ τινος ἄλλης ὑποθέσεως 
lap) a A 
εἰ δὲ τοῦτ᾽ ἀληθές, πᾶσαν ἀπόδειξιν καὶ πάντα 
\ ἴων - 
συλλογισμὸν ἀνάγκη γίγνεσθαι διὰ τριῶν τῶν 
7 4 
προειρημένων σχημάτων τούτου δὲ δειχθέντος 
δῆλον ὡς ἅπας τε συλλογισμὸς ἐπιτελεῖται διὰ τοῦ 
3 ‘ > 
ὃ πρώτου σχήματος καὶ ἀνάγεται εἰς τοὺς ἐν τούτω 
καθόλου συλλογισμούς 
XXIV Ἔτι τε ἐν ἅπαντι δεῖ κατηγορικόν τινα 
“Ὁ 7 \ δ. / ¢ ; f \ 
τῶν ὅρων εἶναι καὶ TO καθόλου ὑπάρχειν ἄνευ yap 
~ / \ +] wv \ * 3 \ 4 
τοῦ καθόλου ἡ οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμὸς ἢ οὐ πρὸς τὸ 
f " A > 3 o~ > 4, / 4 
κείμενον, ἢ TO ἐξ ἀρχῆς αἰτήσεται κείσθω γὰρ 
10 τὴν μουσικὴν ἡδονὴν εἶναι σπουδαίαν εἰ μὲν οὖν 
3 4 δὃ \ > ὃ [4 \ θ \ A 
ἀξιώσειεν ἡδονὴν εἶναι σπουδαίαν, μὴ προσθεὶς τὸ 
“-ν > / / 3 \ \ ¢ ‘4 
πᾶσαν, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός εἰ δὲ τινὰ ἡδονήν, 
3 4 LAA: δὲ δ᾽ \ ’; 3 3 > A 
εἰ μὲν ἄλλην, οὐδὲν πρὸς τὸ κείμενον, εἰ δ᾽ αὐτὴν 
, s 3 9 a / 
ταύτην, TO ἐξ ἀρχῆς λαμβάνει 
“-“ / A 
Μᾶλλον δὲ γίγνεται φανερὸν ἐν τοῖς διαγράμμασιν, 
a ~ > ~ “~ 
τὸ οἷον OTL τοῦ ἰσοσκελοῦς ἰσαι ai πρὸς TH βάσει 


μὴ 3 A 4 > , e ? ey 
ἔστωσαν εἰς TO κέντρον ἠγμέναι at ΑΒ εἰ οὖν 
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bile syllogisms will also be obtained by means of these 
figures he same 15 true of all other hypothetical 
proofs , fo in every case the syllogism 1s effected with 
reference to the substituted proposition, and the 
1equued conclusion is reached by means of a con- 
cession * 01 some othe: hypothesis But if this 15 Alm 
tiuc, every demonstration and every syllogism will be addins 
effected by means of the three figmes aheady de- are reduc 
sc1ibed, and this being proved, it 1s obvious that ayilosiem 
every syllogism 1s completed by means of the fist ofthe fr 
fieure, and is reducible to the universal syllogisms in 
this figure 

XXIV Further, in every syllogism one of the In every 
terms must be positive,® and universality must be a) ἜΠΗ 
involved Without univeisality erthe: there will be one prem 
no syllogism, or the conclusion will be unrclated affirmativ. 
to the assumption, οἱ there will be petito prinapa Qt lone 
Suppose that we have to prove that musical enjoy- must be 
ment 1s commendable Then if we postulate that "Ve" 
enjoyment 1s commendable, unless ‘all’ 15 prefixed 
to ‘enjoyment,’ there will be no syllogism If we 
postulate that some enjoyment 15 commendable, then 
if itis a different enjoyment, there 1s no reference to 
the original assumption , and if 1t is the same, there 
IS ἃ pelitto princepit 

The pomt can be seen more clearly in the case of Example 
geometrical theorems Eg, take the proposition Geometry 
that the angles adjacent to the base of an isosceles 


tulangle are equal Let the lnes A and B be drawn 


α ‘The process referred to belongs rather to dialectic 1eason- 
ing One’s opponent is induced to concede that the pro- 
position to be proved 1s true 1f some other proposition 15 true, 
the latter 1s then proved syllogistically 

> ae one of the premisses must be affirmative 
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ἴσην λαμβάνοι τὴν AL γωνίαν τῇ BA μὴ ὅλως 
ἀξιώσας ἴσας τὰς τῶν ἡμικυκλίων, καὶ πάλιν τὴν 
Γ τῇ Δ μὴ πᾶσαν προσλαβὼν τὴν τοῦ τμήματος, 
ἔτι: ἀπ᾿ icwv οὐσῶν τῶν ὅλων γωνιῶν καὶ ἴσων 
ἀφηρημένων toas εἶναι τὰς λοιπὰς τὰς EZ,” τὸ ἐξ 
ἀρχῆς αἰτήσεται, ἐὰν μὴ λάβη ἀπὸ τῶν towv ἴσων 
ἀφαιρουμένων toa λείπεσθαι 
Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἐν ἅπαντι δεῖ τὸ καθόλου ὑπάρ- 
yew, καὶ ὅτι τὸ μὲν καθόλου ἐξ ἁπάντων τῶν ὅρων 
καθόλου δείκνυται, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει καὶ οὕτως κἀ- 
ὁ" Κείνως, ὥστ᾽ ἐὰν μὲν ἢ τὸ συμπέρασμα καθόλου, 
καὶ τοὺς ὅρους ἀνάγκη καθόλου εἶναι, ἐὰν δ᾽ οἱ ὅροι 
καθόλου, ἐνδέχεται τὸ συμπέρασμα μὴ εἶναι καθ- 
ὅλου δῆλον δὲ καὶ ὅτι ἐν ἅπαντι συλλογισμῶ 7 
ἀμφοτέρας ἡ τὴν ἑτέραν πρότασιν ὁμοίαν ἀνάγκη 
γίγνεσθαι τῶ συμπεράσματι λέγω δ᾽ οὐ μόνον 
80 τῶ καταφατικὴν εἶναι ἡ στερητικήν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τῶ 
ἀναγκαίαν ἡ ὑπάρχουσαν ἢ ἐνδεχομένην ὀἐπι- 
σκέψασθαι δὲ δεῖ καὶ τὰς ἄλλας κατηγορίας 
Φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ἁπλῶς πότ᾽ ἔσται καὶ πότ᾽ οὐκ 
Lerr8 C 
~ ras EZ] τας πρὸς τοῖς EZ ἢ τας εξ αἰ secl Waitz 


tS 
rom 


@ Aristotle seems to imply the figure given here A and B 
are radu of a circle, the chord which joins them forms the 
base, as they form the equal sides, of 

an isosceles triangle E and F are 

the angles (between the radi and the 

chord) at the base of this triangle 

AC and BD are the angles formed 

by A and B with the circumference 


(not with the base, as in the Oxford 
translation), or rather with the tan- 
gents to the circumference similarly 


C and D are the angles formed by 
the chord with the circumference This 
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to the centie® Thenifyou assume that ZAC=ZBD 
without postulating generally that the angles of semi- 
circles are equal, and again if you assume that 
ZC=ZD without also assummg that all angles of 
the same segment aie equal, and further if you 
assume that when equal angles are subtracted 
from the whole angles the 1emainmg angles E 
and F are equal, unless you assume <the genera] 
principle) that when equals are subtracted from 
equals the remainders are equal, you will be guilty 
of peteto prencepre 

Thus τὸ 1s evident that im every syllogism univer- 
sakty must be involved, and that a universal con- 
clusion can only be proved when all the texms are 
universal, whereas a particular conclusion can be 
proved whether the terms are or are not all universal , 
so that 1f the conclusion 1s umiversal, the terms must 
also be universal, but 1f the terms aie umiversal the 


conclusion may not be universal It 1s clear also (8) At lea 


that in every syllogism one or both of the pre- 
musses must be similar to the conclusion, I do not 
mean merely in being affimative or negative, but 
m bemg apodeictic or assertoric o1 problematic ὃ 
We must also take into account the othe: forms of 
predication ὁ 

It is, however, evident both generally when there 


interpretation of the phrase angles of semicircles’ or ‘ of 
the sare segment’ is given by all the commentators and 
15. supported by Euchd ΠῚ 16 31 Waiztz’s interpre- 
tation, involving the excision of ras EZ in 1 20, 1s less 
satisfactory 

δ This 1s inconsistent with the view, stated in 38a 15-25, 
that an assertoric conclusion may be drawn from one apo- 
deictic and one problematic premiss 

¢ ze any other form of predication which appears in the 
conclusion must also appear in at least one premuiss 
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one prem1 


must be o 
the same 

mode as t] 
concluslor 


41 ὃ 


35 


40 
42 a 


o 


Oo 


Δ 
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f } \ , ‘ ‘ ᾿ 
έσται συλλογισμός, καὶ πότε δυνατὸς καὶ πότε 
τέλειος, καὶ ὅτι συλλογισμοῦ ὄντος ἀναγκαῖον ἔχειν 
τοὺς ὅρους κατά τινα τῶν εἰρημένων τρόπων 
ΧΧΥ Δῆλον δὲ καὶ ὅτι πᾶσα ἀπόδειξις ἔ ἔσται 
διὰ τριῶν ὁρων καὶ οὐ πλειόνων, ἐὰν μὴ δι᾿ ἄλλων 
καὶ ἄλλων τὸ αὐτὸ συμπέρασμα γίγνηται, οἵον τὸ E 
διά τε τῶν ΑΒ καὶ διὰ τῶν TA, ἡ διὰ τῶν AB καὶ 
AI’ καὶ ΒΓ (πλείω γὰρ μέσα τῶν αὐτῶν οὐδὲν 
εἶναι κωλύει), τούτων δ᾽ ὄντων οὐχ εἷς ἀλλὰ πλείους 
εἰσὶν of συλλογισμοί ἡ πάλιν ὅταν ἑκάτερον τῶν 
AB διὰ συλλογισμοῦ ληφθῆ ( (ovov τὸ Α διὰ τῶν 
ΔῈ καὶ πάλιν τὸ Β διὰ τῶν 20), 7 TO μὲν ἐπαγωγῆ, 
τὸ δὲ συλλογισμῶ ἀλλὰ καὶ οὕτως πλείους οἱ 
συλλογισμοί πλείω γὰρ τὰ συμπεράσματα ἐστιν, 
om 7 Ἁ \ \ 4 > 3 ae A 
οἷον τό τε A καὶ τὸ Β καὶ τὸ Γ εἰ δ᾽ οὖν μὴ 
? 3\\2 καὶ Ψ ᾿ 3 , f \ 
πλείους ἀλλ᾽ εἷς, οὕτω μὲν ἐνδέχεται γενέσθαι διὰ 
πλειόνων τὸ αὐτὸ συμπέρασμα, ὡς δὲ τὸ T διὰ 
“ 3 , μὴ Ἁ δ᾿ 
τῶν ΑΒ ἀδύνατον ἔστω γὰρ τὸ E συμπεπερα- 
/ > “- ? ~ > 2 > -™ 
σμένον ex τῶν ABTA οὐκοῦν ἀνάγκη τι αὐτῶν 
ἄλλο πρὸς ἄλλο εἰλῆφθαι, τὸ μὲν ὡς ὅλον τὸ δ᾽ ὡς 
μέρος τοῦτο γὰρ δέδεικται πρότερον, ὅτι ὄντος 
συλλογισμοῦ ἀναγκαῖον οὕτως Twas ἔχειν τῶν 
ὅρων ἐχέτω οὖν τὸ Α οὕτως πρὸς τὸ Β ἔστιν 
ἄρα τι ἐξ αὐτῶν συμπερασμα οὐκοῦν ἤτοι τὸ E 
xt ~ i 4 Χ, Ν »΄ν . > 
ἢ τῶν DA θάτερον ἡ ἄλλο τι παρὰ ταῦτα καὶ εἰ 
\ \ 9 -~ é \ ) ξ , 
μὲν τὸ KH, ἐκ τῶν AB μόνον ἂν ein 6 συλλογισμός 
2 καὶ AT supra lineam add Bu om A 





α Cf 28a 16, note 
>2@ as an immediate conclusion from two simple pre- 


MUSSeS 
* 40 b 30 
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will and when there will not be a syllogism, and when 
the syllogism will be valid? and when perfect, and 
that if there 1s a syllogism the terms must be related 
in one of the ways already desciibed 

XXV_ Itis clear also that every demonstiation will Three tert 
be effected by means of three terms and no more— rehired f 
unless the same conclusion 1s :.eached by means of demonstra 
different combinations of terms, eg, if Τὰ 1s con- 
cluded both from the propositions A and B and from 
the propositions C and D, or fiom A and B, A and C, 
and B and C (for there 1s no reason why there should 
not be more than one middle between the same terms), 
but in this case there 1s not one syllogism but seveual , 
or again when each of the propositions A and B 1s 
obtained by syllogism (6 g , A by means of Ὁ and E, 
and B by means of F and G), or one by induction and 
the othe: by syllogism , but here again there will be 
several syllogisms, since there are several conclusions, 
viz, A,BandC  Ifit be granted that these are not 
several syllogisms but only one, then the same con- 
clusion can be reached by more than three terms im 
this way , but it cannot be reached as Cis by means 
of A and B® For let E be the conclusion reached 
by means of the premisses A, B, C and D Then 
some one of these must have been assumed to be 
related to some other as whole to part, for ιὖ has 
already been shown ¢ that where there 1s a syllogism 
ceitain of the terms must be so related? Let A, 
then, be so related to B Then there 1s some con- 
clusion from these premisses , either (1) E, οἱ (2) one 
of the propositions C and D, or something else apart 
from these (1) If it is E, the syllogism could be 


4 Se and therefore the premisses must exhibit a similar 
relation 
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3 > \ x 
τὰ δὲ ΓΔ εἰ μὲν dyer οὕτως ὥστ᾽ εἶναι TO μὲν ὡς 
, 4 > ς 7 2 \ 3 > , A 
ὅλον τὸ δ᾽ ὡς μέρος, ἔσται τι Kal ἐξ ἐκείνων, Kal 
“-. ,ὔ 
ἤτοι τὸ E ἡ τῶν ΑΒ θάτερον ἡ ἄλλο τι παρὰ 
~ a 7) 
20. ταῦτα καὶ εἰ μὲν τὸ E ἡ τῶν ΑΒ θάτερον, ἢ 
λ / 3 [1 λ / “ἉἍ ¢ 3 ὃ f 
πλείους ἔσονται of συλλογισμοί, ἢ ὡς ἐνεδέχετο 
>» ἃ ὃ 4 λ f Φ ᾽ θ , Ἵ 
ταὐτὸ διὰ πλειόνων ὅρων περαίνεσθαι συμβαΐῖνει εἰ 
3 4 4 - ; + Ἁ 3 / 
δ᾽ dAdo τι παρὰ ταῦτα, πλείους ἔσονται καὶ ἀσύν- 
απτοι οἱ συλλογισμοὶ πρὸς ἀλλήλους εἰ δὲ μὴ 
¢ » Ἁ \ 4 ν - 
οὕτως ἔχοι τὸ I’ πρὸς τὸ A wore ποιεῖν συλ- 
3 > ~ 
λογισμόν, μάτην ἔσται εἰλημμένα, εἰ μὴ ἐπαγωγῆς 
ἡ κρύψεως ἢ τινος ἄλλου τῶν τοιούτων χάριν 
“- 3 Yd / 
2 Ei δ᾽ ἐκ τῶν AB μὴ τὸ E ἀλλ᾽ ἄλλο τι γίγνεται 
/ 3 \ “ς Ἃ ’ ,ὔ Ἃ 
συμπέρασμα, ἐκ δὲ τῶν ΓΔ ἢἣ τούτων θάτερον 7 
ἄλλ \ “ , ξ λ \ ; 
ἄλλο παρὰ ταῦτα, πλείους τε οὗ συλλογισμοὶ ylyvov- 
ται καὶ οὐ τοῦ ὑποκειμένου ὑπέκειτο γὰρ εἶναι τοῦ 
4 / 3 X ἃ / 3 ~ 
E τὸν συλλογισμόν εἰ δὲ μὴ γίγνεται ἐκ τῶν TA 
μηδὲν συμπέρασμα, μάτην τε εἰλῆφθαι αὐτὰ συμ- 
} \ \ nA? 2 Τὰ ᾿ \ t 
80 βαίνει Kat μὴ τοῦ ἐξ ἀρχῆς εἶναι τὸν συλλογισμόν 
a \ [2 ~ 3 7 A ~ 
ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι πᾶσα ἀπόδειξις καὶ πᾶς συλ- 
λογισμὸς ἔσται διὰ τριῶν ὅρων μόνον 
, ?> » “-- ~ e \. 3 , 
Τούτου δ᾽ ὄντος φανεροῦ, δῆλον ws Kat ἐκ δύο 
/ \ “ 
προτάσεων Kat οὐ πλειόνων (ot yap τρεῖς ὅροι δύο 
/ a 
προτάσεις), εἰ μὴ προσλαμβάνοιτο, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς 
3 a 3 / ~ 
3 ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐλέχθη, πρὸς τὴν τελείωσιν τῶν συλ- 
λογισμῶν φανερὸν οὖν ὡς ἐν ὦ λόγω συλλογι- 
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drawn from A and B alone And (i)if C and D aie 
in the relation of whole to pait, there will be some 
conclusion fiom these too, either (a) Τὸ or one of the 
propositions A and B or (6) something else apart 
fiom these (a) If itis Τὸ οἱ one of the propositions 
A and B, either there will be more than one syllogism, 
or 1t follows that the same conclusion 15 reached by 
several terms in the way which we saw? to be pos- 
sible (6) If, however, the conclusion 1s something 
else apart fiom these, there will be several syllogisms 
which are unconnected with one another (u) If, on 
the other hand, C is not related to D τῷ such a way 
as to pioduce a conclusion, they will have been 
assumed to no purpose, unless with a view to induc- 
tion or obscuring the argument or some other such 
object 

Again, (2) if the conclusion drawn from A and B 
is not Τὸ but something else, and (1) the conclusion 
from C and D 1s either one of the propositions A and 
Β οἱ something else apart from them, more than one 
syllogism 1esults, and these sy llogisms do not piove 
the required conclusion , for 1t was assumed that the 
syllogism proved E And (a1) τῇ no conclusion follows 
from C and D, 1t follows that these piopositions were 
assumed to no purpose, and that the syllogism does 
not prove the origial assumption Hence it 1s 
evident that every demonstiation and every syllo- 
gism will be effected by means of three terms only 

This bemg evident, 1t 1s clear elso that every Every syll 
syllogism proceeds from two piemusses and no move geeds from 
(fo. the three terms fom two preimusses)—unless ἦνο ῬΓῸ 1 
some further assumption be made, as we said at the 
beginning, in orde: to complete the syllogisms? 
Thus it 1s evident that 18 in any syllogistic argument 
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42 8 

στικῷ μὴ apTiat εἰσιν αἱ προτάσεις δι᾽ ὧν γίγνεται 

τὸ σημπέρασμα τὸ κύριον (ἔνια γὰρ τῶν ἄνωθεν 

συμπερασμάτων ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι προτάσεις), οὗτος 

ὁ ὁ λόγος 7 ἢ οὐ “συλλελόγισται ἢ ἢ πλείω τῶν ἀναγκαίων 
40 ἡρώτηκε πρὸς τὴν θέσιν 

420 Κατὰ μὲν ouv τὰς κυρίας προτάσεις λαμβανο- 

μένων τῶν συλλογισμῶν, ἅπας ἔσται συλλογισμὸς 

ἐκ προτάσεων μὲν ἀρτίων ἐξ ὅρων δὲ περιττῶν ἑνὶ 

γὰρ πλείους οἱ ὅροι τῶν προτάσεων ἔσται δὲ καὶ 

ὅ τὰ συμπεράσματα ἡμίση τῶν προτάσεων ὅταν δὲ 

διὰ προσυλλογισμῶν περαίνηται ἡ διὰ πλειόνων 

μέσων [μὴ συνεχῶν (οἷον τὸ ΑΒ διὰ τῶν TA), τὸ 

μὲν πλῆθος τῶν ὅρων ὡσαύτως ἑνὶ ὑπερέξει τὰς 

προτάσεις (ἢ γὰρ ἔξωθεν ἡ εἰς τὸ μέσον τεθήσεται 

6 παρεμπίπτων ὅρος, ἀμφοτέρως δὲ συμβαίνει ἑνὶ 

10 ἐλάττω εἶναι τὰ διαστήματα τῶν ρων, αἱ δὲ 

προτάσεις ἴσαι τοῖς διαστήμασι), οὐ μέντοι ἀεὶ αἱ 

\ " ” ¢ \ / 2 > > / 

μὲν ἄρτιαι ἔσονται οἱ δὲ περιττοί, ἀλλ ,ἑναλλάξ, 

ὅταν “μὲν αἱ προτάσεις ἄρτιαι, περιττοὶ ot ὅροι, ὅταν 

δ᾽ οἱ ὅροι ἄρτιοι, περιτταὶ αἱ προτάσεις (ἅμα γὰρ 

τῷ ὅρω μία προστίθεται πρότασις, ἂν ὁποθενοῦν 

15 προστεθῆ © ὅρος), ὥστ᾽ ἐπεὶ αἱ μὲν ἄρτιαι οἱ δὲ 

περιττοὶ ἤσαν, ἀνάγκη παραλλάττειν τῆς αὐτῆς 

προσθέσεως γιγνομένης τὰ δὲ συμπεράσματα 

οὐκέτι τὴν αὐτὴν ἕξει τάξιν οὔτε πρὸς τοὺς ὄρους 

οὔτε πρὸς τὰς προτάσεις ἑνὸς γὰρ όρου προστιθε- 

μένου συμπεράσματα προστεθήσεται ἑνὲ ἐλάττω 

30 τῶν προυπαρχόντων ὅρων πρὸς μόνον γὰρ τὸν 


1 μὴ om n, 566] Wartz 





--- 





@ As in 50111685 
> Sc in the simple syllogism 
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the premisses by which the conclusion proper 1s 
r_ached (I say ‘proper because some of the earlier 
conclusions must necessarily be premisses) aie not 
even in number, then this argument erther has not 
been proved syllogistically or has postulated more 
premisses than are necessary for proving the hypo- 
thesis 

Thus if syllogisms are considered with respect to 
their premisses propeily so called, every syllogism 
will consist of an even number of premusses and an 
odd number of terms, for the terms are one moe 
than the premisses Moreover, the conclusions will 
be half as many as the premisses But when the Prosyllo 
conclusion 15 reached by means of prosyllogisms or of #sms and 
several consecutive middle terms? (e g , the conclusion 
AB by means of the terms C and Ὁ), the number of 
the terms will exceed that of the premisses, as befoue, 
by one (for each further term which 1s introduced will 
be added eithe: externally or intermediately to the 
sequence, and in either case it follows that the m- 
tervals 816 one fewer than the terms, and there are 
as many premusses as intervals) , the fo1mer will not, 
however, always be even and the latter odd, but 
alteinately when the premisses are even the teims 
will be odd, and when the terms are even the premisses 
will be odd, for wherever a term is added one 
premiss 1s added as well Thus since the premisses 
were ὃ even and the terms odd, then numbers must 
change accordingly when the same addition 1s made 
to both But the conclusions will no longer preserve 
the same numerical relation either to the terms or 
to the premisses, for the addition of one term will 
inciease the number of conclusions by one less than 
the original numbe1 of terms, since 1t will form con- 
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ἔσχατον οὐ ποιεῖ συμπέρασμα, πρὸς δὲ τοὺς ἄλλους 
πάντας, οἵον εἰ τῷ ΑΒΓ πρόσκειται τὸ Δ, εὐθὺς 
καὶ συμπεράσματα δύο πρόσκειται, τό τε πρὸς τὸ 
Α καὶ τὸ πρὸς τὸ Β ὁμοίως δὲ κἀπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
Kav εἰς τὸ μέσον δὲ παρεμπίπτη, τὸν αὐτὸν τρόπον 


\ ? \ ? ? / λλ / . 
25 ρος EVA γὰρ μονον οὐ “ποιήσει σὺ ογίσμον WOTE 


πολὺ πλείω τὰ συμπεράσματα καὶ τῶν ὅρων ἔσται 
καὶ τῶν προτάσεων 

XXVI ᾿Επεὶ δ᾽ ἔχομεν περὶ ay οἱ συλλογισμοί, 
καὶ ποῖον ἐν ἑκάστω σχήματι καὶ ποσαχῶς δεί- 
κνυται, φανερὸν ἡμῖν ἐστὶ καὶ ποῖον πρόβλημα 


4 “σι , Ἁ \ \ 
80 χαλεπὸν καὶ ποῖον εὐεπιχείρητον τὸ μὲν γὰρ ἐν 


85 


πλείοσι σχήμασι καὶ διὰ πλειόνων πτώσεων πε- 
ραινόμενον ῥᾶον, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν ἐλάττοσι καὶ δι᾽ ἐλατ- 
τόνων δυσεπιχειρητότερον 

Τὸ μὲν οὖν καταφατικὸν τὸ καθόλου διὰ τοῦ 
πρώτου σχήματος δείκνυται μόνου, καὶ διὰ τούτου 
μοναχῶς τὸ δὲ στερητικὸν διά τε τοῦ πρώτου καὶ 
διὰ τοῦ μέσου, καὶ διὰ μὲν τοῦ πρώτου μοναχῶς, διὰ 
δὲ τοῦ μέσου διχῶς τὸ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει καταφατικὸν διὰ 
τοῦ πρώτου καὶ διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου, μοναχῶς μὲν 
διὰ τοῦ πρώτου, τριχῶς δὲ διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου τὸ δὲ 
στερητικὸν τὸ κατὰ μέρος ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς σχήμασι 
δείκνυται, πλὴν ἐν μὲν τῶ πρώτω ἀπαξ, ἐν δὲ τῶ 


/ A ~ 3 4 > “~ \ “ 9 -Ὁὡ \ 
«ομέσω καὶ TH ἐσχάτω ev τῶ μὲν διχῶς ἐν TH δὲ 


48 ἃ 


τριχῶς 

Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι τὸ καθόλου κατηγορικὸν κατα- 
σκευάσαι μὲν χαλεπώτατον, ἀνασκευάσαι δὲ ῥᾶ- 
στον ὅλως δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἀναιροῦντι μὲν τὰ καθόλου τῶν 





@ Barbara >’ Celarent 
¢ Cesare and Camestres 4 Daru 
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clusions with all the terms except the last Eg, if 
the term D is added to the terms A, B and C, two 
further conclusions are added ipso facto, viz , those 
which are given by the relation of D severally to A 
and Β Similarly too im all other cases And even 
if the term be introduced intermediately, the same 
principle holds , for the term will form a conclusion 
with all the rest but one Thus there will be many 
more conclusions than either terms or piemusses 

XXVI Now that we undeistand the scope of the Relative 
syllogism, and what sort of proof can be obtained in ἢ πον 
each figure and in how many ways, it 1s also evident proving 
to us what hind of proposition 1s difficult and what τς eae 
easy to deal with , for that which 1s concluded in move Propositio 
figures and by more moods 1s easier, while that which 
is concluded in fewer figures and by fewer moods 1s 
harder to deal with 

The universal affirmative 15 proved only by the first 
figure, and by this in one? mood only , but the nega- 
tive 1s proved both by the first and by the middle 
figure by the first m one? and by the middle in 
ὑπο ὁ moods ‘The paiticula: affirmative is proved 
by the first and the last figures by the first τῷ one? 
and by the last in three® moods’ The particular 
negative is proved in all three figures, with this 
difference, that in the first figure 1t 1s proved m one 7 
mood, while in the second and third it 1s proved 
respectively in two 2 and in three” moods 

Thus 1t 1s evident that the universal affirmative 15 
the hardest to establish and the easiest to overthiow 
In general, universal propositions are more open to 


ὁ Darapti, Disamis and Datisi 
7 Ferio 5 Festino, Baroco 
λ΄ Felapton, Bocardo and Ferison 
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43 a + ? ta A Ἀ 4 A A 7 Ἀ 
ἐν μέρει paw καὶ γὰρ ἣν μηδενὶ καὶ ἣν τινι μὴ 


ς 4 3. “ ΄ δὲ ‘ \ \ \ 3 
ὑπάρχη ἀνήρηται τούτων δὲ τὸ μὲν τινὶ μὴ ἐν 
“ \ ἃ » ~ 
5 ἅπασι τοῖς σχήμασι δείκνυται, TO δὲ μηδενὶ ἐν τοῖς 
‘ “ σι 
δυσίν τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον κἀπὶ τῶν στερητικῶν 
\ 4 9 A % El > /f 4 3} > ~ 
Kal yap εἰ παντὶ καὶ εἴ τινι, ἀνήρηται TO ἐξ ἀρχῆς 
~ + »" ? 7 4 > ON δὲ ~ 2 / 
τοῦτο δ᾽ nv ἐν δύο σχήμασιν ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἐν μέρει 
»-᾿ ᾽ὔ / 
μοναχῶς, ἡ παντὶ ἡ μηδενὶ δείξαντα ὑπάρχειν 
\ \ 3 
10 κατασκευάζοντι δὲ ῥάω τὰ ἐν μέρει καὶ γὰρ ἐν 
ὔ / § ‘ ’, / 
πλείοσι σχήμασι καὶ διὰ πλειόνων τρόπων 
A ΄ 
Ὅλως τε οὐ δεῖ λανθάνειν ὅτι ἀνασκευάσαι μὲν 
“~ 3 / 
du ἀλλήλων ἔστι καὶ τὰ καθόλου διὰ τῶν ἐν μέρει 
4 ~ ὃ \ “ θόλ 7 δ᾽ > 
Kal ταῦτα διὰ τῶν καθόλου, κατασκευάσαι δ΄ οὐκ 
“~ > 3 
ἔστι διὰ τῶν κατὰ μέρος τὰ καθόλου, du ἐκείνων δὲ 
- > κ᾿» ᾽ὔ A lo a \ 4 35 7 
τὸ ταῦτ᾽ ἔστιν apa δὲ δῆλον ὅτι καὶ τὸ ἀνασκευάζειν 
ἐστὶ τοῦ κατασκευάζειν ῥᾷον 
“~ 4 o~ ? val \ \ \ 
Πῶς μὲν οὖν γίγνεται πᾶς συλλογισμὸς Kat διὰ 
πόσων ὅρων καὶ προτάσεων, καὶ πῶς ἐχουσῶν πρὸς 
ἀλλήλας, ἔτι δὲ ποῖον πρόβλημα ἐν ἕκάστω σχήματι 
A a ? / 8 ~ ? Ὰ 7 ᾽ὔ 
καὶ ποῖον ἐν πλείοσι καὶ ποῖον ἐν ἐλάττοσι δεί- 
κνυται, δῆλον ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων 
2 XXVIT lds δὲ εὐπορήσομεν αὐτοὶ πρὸς τὸ 
θέ >i λλ a \ 5 x “ ὃ “ 
τιθέμενον ἀεὶ συλλογισμῶν, καὶ διὰ ποίας ὁδοῦ 
λ ub 7 θ A \ 7 > “ lan Ἰὸ λ 7 
ηψόμεθα τὰς περὶ ἕκαστον ἀρχάς, νῦν ἤδη λεκτέον 





5 ΔΘ Ὁ 88 > In chs 3s -xxyvi 
¢ 4@ the premisses , cf 43b 36 
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refutation than particula: ones, for the proposition 
15 refuted not only if the predicate applies to none, 
but also if τὸ does not apply to some of the subject, 
and of these alternatives the latter can be proved 
m all three figures, and the former in two of them 
Similarly m the case of negative propositions , for 
the hypothesis 1s refuted not only if the predicate 
applies to all but also 1 1t apples to some of the sub- 
ject, and we have seen® that this can be proved in 
two figures Butin particular propositions the refuta- 
tion can only be effected in one way, by showing that 
the predicate applies to all, or to none’ For con- 
structive purposes, however, particular propositions 
ale easie1, since they can be proved in more figures 
and by more moods 

We must not fail to observe the general principle 
that whereas propositions can be overthrown recipro- 
cally, the universal by the particular and the particular 
by the universal, universal propositions cannot be 
estabhshed by means of particular ones, although the 
latter can be established by means of the forme: 
At the same time 1t 1s obvious also that it 1s easier 
to overthiow a proposition than to establish it 

The foregomg analysis ® clearly shows how every 
syllogism 15 effected, and by means of how many 
terms and premusses, and how these are related one 
to another, and also what kind of proposition 1s 
proved in each figure, and what kind 1s proved in 
more and what kind in fewe: figures 

XXVIT We must next proceed to describe how Constme 
we ourselves shall find an adequate supply of syllo- syliogsms 
gisms to meet any given problem, and by what 
method we shall apprehend the starting-points ὃ 
appropriate to each problem, for presumably we 
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43 a 
od γὰρ μόνον ίσως δεῖ τὴν γένεσιν θεωρεῖν τῶν 


»-Ἣ 4 ig ~ 
συλλογισμῶν, ἀλλὰ καὶ τὴν δύναμιν ἔχειν τοῦ 
ποιεῖν 

8 ‘Andvrav δὴ τῶν ὄντων τὰ μέν ἐστι τοιαῦτα 
“ 3 ry 
wore κατὰ μηδενὸς ἄλλου κατηγορεῖσθαι ἀληθῶς 

“ \ 
καθόλου (otov Κλέων καὶ Καλλίας καὶ τὸ καθ᾽ 
f A ¥ θ ᾽ὔ Ἁ δὲ a XX \ 
έκαστον καὶ αἰσθητόν), κατὰ δὲ τούτων ἄλλα (Kal 

~ / 
γὰρ ἄνθρωπος καὶ ζῶον ἑκάτερος τούτων ἐστῇ τὰ 
80 δ᾽ αὐτὰ μὲν κατ᾽ ἄλλων κατηγορεῖται, κατὰ δὲ 
τούτων ἄλλα πρότερον οὐ κατηγορεῖται τὰ δὲ καὶ 
αὐτὰ ἄλλων καὶ αὐτῶν ἕτερα, οἷον ἄνθρωπος 
a \ 3 7 ~ Ψ \ & 3 »" 
Καλλίου καὶ ἀνθρώπου ζῶον ὅτι μὲν οὖν ἔνια τῶν 
2 > 3 \ 7 , “ »“" 
ὄντων κατ᾽ οὐδενὸς πέφυκε λέγεσθαι δῆλον τῶν 
γὰρ αἰσθητῶν σχεδὸν ἐκαστόν ἐστι τοιοῦτον ὥστε 
“ , \ 
μὴ κατηγορεῖσθαι κατὰ μηδενός, πλὴν ὡς κατὰ 
\ ” 
8: συμβεβηκός φαμὲν γάρ ποτε TO λευκὸν ἐκεῖνο 
> 7 > \ \ Ἁ K Md / \ 
ὠκράτην εἶναι Kal TO προσιὸν Καλλίαν ὅτι δὲ 
καὶ ἐπὶ τὸ ἄνω πορευομένοις ἰσταταΐ ποτε, πάλιν 
ἐροῦμεν νῦν δ᾽ ἔστω τοῦτο κείμενον κατὰ μὲν οὖν 
τούτων οὐκ ἔστιν ἀποδεῖξαι κατηγορούμενον ἕτερον, 
πλὴν εἰ μὴ κατὰ δόξαν, ἀλλὰ ταῦτα κατ᾽ ἄλλων 
40 οὐδὲ τὰ καθ᾽ ἕκαστα κατ᾽ ἄλλων ἀλλ᾽ ἕτερα Kar’ 
3 / ἃ δὲ \ Ona ς 5 / ᾿] 
ἐκείνων τὰ δὲ μεταξὺ δῆλον ὡς ἀμφοτέρως ἐν- 
ὃ f \ \ Ἵ \ > + \ 3) 5 
ἔχεται καὶ yap αὐτὰ κατ᾽ ἄλλων καὶ ἄλλα κατὰ 
4 λ θ ΠΑΡΌΣΟΝ \ δὸ ς λ / ‘ ξ 
τούτων λεχθήσεται, καὶ σχεδὸν of λόγοι καὶ at 
σκέψεις εἰσὶ μάλιστα περὶ τούτων 





@ An Post I sw -xxn 
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should not merely speculate about the formation of 
syllogisms, but also possess the capacity to constiuct 
them 

Now all existing things erther (1) are such that Three 
they cannot be truly predicated im a universal sense (S501, 
of anything else (6 g , Cleon and Callas and anything 
which 1s individual and sensible), but other attiibutes 
ean be so predicated of them (for each of the two 
examples just quoted 15 a man and an animate 
being), or (2) are predicated of other things, but 
other things are not first predicated of them, or 
(3) both aie themselves predicated of other things 
and have other things predicated of them (as ‘ man’ 
15 predicated of Callas and animal’ ofman) Thus 
it 1s obvious that some things are naturally predicable 
of nothing, for bioadly speahing eve1y sensible thing 
is such that 1t cannot be predicated of anythng— 
except in an accidental sense , for we sometimes say 
‘That white thing 1s Socrates’ or “That which 15 
approaching 1s Callas’ We shall explain elsewhere @ 
that there 1s also an upward limit to the process of 
predication , ἔοι the present let this be taken as 
assumed It cannot be demonstrated, then, that 
anything else 1s piedicated of this class of things, 
except by way of opmion, but they are predicated 
of other things Individuals, on the othe: hand, 
aie not predicated of other things, but other things 
are predicated of them Things which aie inter- 
mediate between univ ersals and individuals, however, 
clearly admit of both processes , ἴοι they both are 
predicated of othe: things and have other things 
predicated of them It 1s with this class of things, 
broadly speaking, that a1guments and inquiries are 
chiefly concerned 


337 


ARISTOTLE 


“~ 14 4 > 
43b Δεῖ δὴ τὰς προτάσεις περὶ ἕκαστον οὕτως ἐκ- 
9 ἃ ~ ‘ \ 
λαμβάνειν, ὑποθέμενον αὐτὸ πρῶτον Kat τοὺς 
~ 7 ξ 3 = 
ὁρισμούς TE Kal ὅσα ἴδια τοῦ πράγματὸς ἐστιν, εἶτα 
~ A fa 8 / ~ 
μετὰ τοῦτο doa ἕπεται τῶ πράγματι, καὶ πάλιν οἷς 
\ ~ 3 aA Ἂν \ 3 ὃ “ 3 ~ 
5 τὸ πρᾶγμα ἀκολουθεῖ, καὶ ὅσα μὴ ἐνδέχεται αὐτῶ 
> ? , 
ὑπάρχειν οἷς δ᾽ αὐτὸ μὴ ἐνδέχεται οὐκ ἐκληπτέον, 
ὃ A A 3 / \ / ὃ 7 δὲ 
ιὰ τὸ ἀντιστρέφειν τὸ στερητικόν διαιρετέον δὲ 
“-- 9 ~ * 3 A 
καὶ τῶν ἑπομένων ὅσα τε ἐν TH τί ἐστι καὶ ὅσα 
“ A 
ὡς ἴδια Kal ὅσα ὡς συμβεβηκότα κατηγορεῖται, Kal 
, “ “~ A “ 9 aA. 4A 
τούτων ποῖα δοξαστικῶς καὶ ποῖα Kar ἀλήθειαν 


1 


oS 


ὅσω μὲν yap av πλειόνων τοιούτων εὐπορῆ τις, 
~~ 3 4 7 a > aA 3 
θᾶττον ἐντεύξεται συμπεράσματι, ὅσω δ᾽ ἂν ἀλη- 
θεστέρων, μᾶλλον ἀποδείξει 
“a 3 ? / \ a} ¢ / f 3 > ω 
Δεῖ δ᾽ ἐκλέγειν μὴ τὰ ἑπόμενα τινί, ἀλλ᾽ ὅσα 
7 “ , ΥΩ dig \ , Α 3 ’ 
ὅλω τῷ πράγματι ἕπεται, οἷον μὴ τί τινὶ ἀνθρώπω 
3 \ / 4 3 7 Ὁ \ A ~ 
ἀλλὰ τί παντὶ ἀνθρώπω ἕπεται διὰ yap τῶν καθ- 
f - ¢ / 3 , \ “ 
ὅλου προτάσεων ὁ συλλογισμός ἀδιορίστου μὲν οὔν 


16 ὄντος ἄδηλον εἰ καθόλου ἡ πρότασις, διωρισμένου 


οι 


4 4 e , > 3 , \ ° 2 ἃ 
δὲ φανερῦν ὁμοίως δ᾽ ἐκλεκτέον καὶ οἷς αὐτὸ 
Ψ / \ \ > 7 > / 3 \ A \ 
ἕπεται ὁλοῖς, διὰ τὴν εἰρημένην αἰτίαν αὐτὸ δὲ τὸ 

/ 
ἑπόμενον οὐ ληπτέον ὅλον ἕπεσθαι, λέγω δ᾽ οἷον 
ἀνθρώπω πᾶν ζῶον ἢ μουσικῇ πᾶσαν ἐπιστήμην, 
¢ ~ “A 
ἀλλὰ μόνον ἁπλῶς ἀκολουθεῖν, καθάπερ Kai προ- 
4 4 \ + Ζ 4 3 2 
20 τεινόμεθα καὶ γὰρ ἄχρηστον θάτερον καὶ ἀδύνατον, 


e / » > ~ ων ἡ / 
οἷον πάντα ἄνθρωπον εἶναι πᾶν ζῶον ἢ δικαιοσύνην 
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Now we must select the premisses connected with 


Method of 
nding 


each problem in the following manner We must set premisses 


down (1) the subject itself, 1ts definitions and all its 
properties, (2) all the concepts which are consequents 
of the subject, (3) the concepts of which the subject 
is a consequent, and (4) the attributes which cannot 
apply to the subject We need not select the con- 
cepts to which 1t cannot apply, because the negative 
premiss 1s convertible We must also distinguish 
among these consequents those which are included 
in the essence, those which are predicated as pro- 
perties, and those which are predicated as accidents , 
and of these we must distinguish those which are 
supposedly from those which are really associated 
with the subject, for the greater our supply of the 
latter, the soonei we shall arrive at a conclusion, and 
the truer they are, the more convincing will be our 
proof 

We must select consequents not of some part but 
of the whole of the subject, eg, not those of some 
individual man, but those of every man, for 1t 1s 
from universal premisses that the syllogism proceeds 
Thus when a statement 1s indefinite 1t 1s unceitain 
whether the premiss 1s universal, but when the state- 
ment 1s definite this is quite clear Similarly we must 
select only those concepts of the whole of which the 
subject 1s a consequent, for the reason just stated 
But we must not assume that the consequent 1s con- 
sequent as a whole, I mean, eg, that all ‘ animal’ 
is a consequent of ‘ man,’ or all ‘ scientific knowledge ’ 
of ‘ music,’ but only that 1t 1s a consequent, without 
qualification, as indeed we express τὸ m a pro- 
position, the other form of expression (eg, ‘ every 
man is every animal’ or ‘ probity 15 all good’) 1s 
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43 Ὁ 
“ 9. 5. 5 , ‘ \ 
ἅπαν ἀγαθόν ἀλλ᾽ ὦ ἕπεται, ἐπ᾽ ἐκείνου TO παντὶ 
λέγεται 
ΦΨ > ς id / A € / “ 
Ὅταν δ᾽ ὑπό τινος περιέχηται TO ὑποκείμενον ὦ 
 ¢ / ὃ “A r “A ‘ A ~ θ “λ ε / 
τὰ ἑπόμενα Set λαβεῖν, τὰ μὲν TH καθόλου ἐπόμενα 
7 
257) μὴ ἑπόμενα οὐκ ἐκλεκτέον ἐν τούτοις (είληπται 
\ 4 υ 
γὰρ ἐν ἐκείνοις ὅσα γὰρ ζώω καὶ ἀνθρώπω ἕπεται, 
\ \ ¢ 
Kal ὅσα μὴ ὑπάρχει ὡσαύτως), τὰ δὲ περὶ ἕκαστον 
3 Ul 3) \ / ~ 9, f \ \ 
ἴδια ληπτέον ἔστι yap ἄττα τῶ εἴδει Lora παρὰ τὸ 
γένος ἀνάγκη γὰρ τοῖς ἑτέροις εἴδεσιν ἴδια ἅττα 
ὑπάρχειν 
ΔΝ \ ~ / 3 7 ” , A 
Οὐδὲ δὴ τῶ καθόλου ἐκλεκτέον οἷς ἕπεται TO 
A “ / 

80 περιεχόμενον, οἷον Caw οἷς ἔπεται ἄνθρωπος 
3 7 ᾽ὔ 3 3 / 3 “A \ “ ἃ 
ἀνάγκη γάρ, εἰ ἀνθρώπω ἀκολουθεῖ τὸ ζῶον, καὶ 

- 3 ld 4 ~ 
τούτοις ἅπασιν ἀκολουθεῖν οἰκειότερα δὲ ταῦτα 
ἴω ~ 3 ~ 
τῆς τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ἐκλογῆς 
7 \ \ \ e > ἃ \ \ ε ‘a \ 
Ληπτέον δὲ Kal τὰ ὡς ἐπὶ TO TOAD ἑπόμενα Kal 
“ ~ 3 A 
οἷς ἔπεται τῶν yap ὡς ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ προβλημάτων 
\ ~ > 
8. Kal 6 συλλογισμὸς ἐκ τῶν ὡς ἐπὶ TO πολὺ προ- 
/ \ “~ ων ,ὕ \ 
τάσεων, ἡ πασῶν ἡ τινῶν ὅμοιον γὰρ ἑκάστου TO 
7 ΄“ “~~ 
συμπέρασμα Tats ἀρχαῖς 
"E \ ~ ¢ ¢ 3 > λ / 3 \ 
τι τὰ πᾶσιν ἑπόμενα οὐκ ἐκλεκτέον οὐ yap 
/ \ 3 > A 9 ἃ 5 > f- 3 a 
έσται συλλογισμὸς ἐξ αὐτῶν δι᾽ ἣν δ᾽ αἰτίαν ἐν τοῖς 
ἑπομένοις ἔσται δῆλον 
XXVIII Κατασκευάζειν μὲν οὖν βουλομένοις 





* That it 15 useless (for purposes of argument) 15 probably 
true, but it is recognized as possible in modern logic 

> Literally * starting-points ’ 

¢ 4¢ of both major and minor terms This would grea 
sy llogism 1n the second figuie with two affirmative premuisses, 
from which no conclusion follows a 44 b 20 
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useless and impossible @ It 15 to the antecedent that 
‘all’ or ‘ every ’ 1s attached 

When the subject whose consequents we have to 
apprehend 15 included in some wider term, we must 
not select the consequents or non-consequents of the 
universal in dealing with the particular (for they have 
been apprehended already in considering the uni- 
versal, for the consequents of ‘ animal’ are conse- 
quents of “ man,’ and similarly with non-consequents), 
but we must appiehend the consequents which aie 
pecuhar to the dividual Fou there are some p1o- 
peities which are peculiar to the species apart from 
the genus, since the other species must also have 
some properties peculiar to them 

Nor again should we in the case of the universal 
term select the antecedents of the subordinate term , 
eg,in the case of ‘ animal we should not select the 
antecedents of ‘ man,’ for if“ animal 15 a consequent 
of ‘man, it must be a consequent of all these con- 
cepts as well They belong more pioperly, howevei, 
to the selection of concepts associated with the term 
‘man Ὁ 

We must also apprehend those concepts which are 
usually consequents of our subject, and those of which 
it 1s usually a consequent , for the syllogism of pro- 
positions about the usual 15 also drawn from premisses 
which are usually true, either all or some of them , 
for the conclusion of every syllogism 1s similar to its 
original premisses ὃ 

Further, we must not select concepts which are 
consequents of all¢ the terms, because they will not 
produce a syllogism Why this 1s so will be clear 
presently ὦ 

XXVIII When we wish to establish a proposition 
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43 b 
40 κατά τινος ὅλου τοῦ μὲν κατασκευαζομένου βλεπ- 


τέον εἰς τὰ ὑποκείμενα, καθ᾽ ὧν αὐτὸ τυγχάνει 
λεγόμενον, οὔ δὲ δεῖ κατηγορεῖσθαι, ὅσα τούτω 
ἕπεται ἂν γάρ τι τούτων n ταὐτόν, ἀνάγκη θάτερον 
θατέρω ὑπάρχειν ἣν δὲ μὴ ὅτι παντὶ ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι 
44a τινί, οἷς ἕπεται ἑκάτερον εἰ γάρ τι τούτων ταὐτόν, 
ἀνάγκη τινὶ ὑπάρχειν ὅταν δὲ μηδενὶ δέη ὑπάρ- 
χειν, a μὲν οὐ δεῖ ὑπάρχειν, εἰς τὰ ἑπόμενα, ὃ δὲ 
ὃ δεῖ μὴ ὑπάρχειν," εἰς ἃ μὴ ἐνδέχεται αὐτῶ παρεῖναι 
7 ἀνάπαλιν, ὦ μὲν δεῖ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, eis ἃ μὴ 
ἐνδέχεται αὐτῶ παρεῖναι, ὃ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, εἰς τὰ 
ἑπόμενα τούτων γὰρ ὄντων τῶν αὐτῶν ὁποτε- 
ρωνοῦν, οὐδενὶ ἐνδέχεται ϑθατέρω θάτερον ὑ ὑπάρχειν 
γίγνεται γὰρ ὁτὲ μὲν ὁ ἐν τῷ πρώτω σχήματι 
συ λογισμός, ὁτὲ δ᾽ ὁ ἐν τῶ μέσῳ ἐὰν δὲ τινὶ ; μὴ 
10 ὑπάρχειν, ὦ μὲν δεῖ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷς ἕπεται, ὃ δὲ 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ἃ μὴ δυνατὸν αὐτῶ ὑπάρχειν εἰ γάρ 
τι τούτων εἴη ταὐτόν, ἀνάγκη τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
Μᾶλλον δ᾽ ἴσως ὧδ᾽ ἔσται τῶν λεγομένων € ἕκαστον 
φανερόν ἔστω “γὰρ τὰ μὲν ἑπόμενα τῶ A ἐφ᾽ ὧν 
Β, οἷς δ᾽ αὐτὸ ἕπεται ἐφ᾽ ὧν 1", ἃ δὲ μὴ ἐνδέχεται 
15 αὐτῷ ὑπάρχειν ἐφ' ὧν ἃ πάλιν δὲ τῷ E τὰ μὲν 
ὑπάρχοντα ἐφ᾽ οἷς Z, ols δ᾽ αὐτὸ ἕπεται ἐφ᾽ οἷς Hi, 
ἃ δὲ μὴ ἐνδέχεται αὐτῶ ὑπάρχειν ἐφ᾽ οἷς Θ εἰ μὲν 
οὖν ταὐτό τι ἔσται τῶν Τ' τινὶ τῶν Z, ἀνάγκη τὸ A 


1. ὦ] ém, Waitz 
2 εἰς τὰ ἐπομενα, ὃ de dee μη ὕπαρχειν om Waitz, habent 
codd , sed ὦ δὲ pro 6 de At 
2 asom AB Cdu 





* Barbara > Darapti ¢ Cesare ὦ Camestres 
“ By converting the major premiss in Cesare or the minor 
in Camestres 7 Felapton 
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about a subject as a whole, we must consider (1) the How to 
subjects of which the predicate which we are tryimg ®°PPY the, 
to establish 1s actually asserted, and (2) the conse- ries 
quents of the subject whose predicate we are required Ses ped 
to establish , for if there 1s anything which 1s common 
to both classes, then the predicate must apply to the 
subject? If we are trying to establish that it apples 
not to all but to some, we must consider the ante- 
cedents of both terms, ἔοι if anything 1s common 
to both classes, then one term must apply to some 
of the other® When it is required that one term 
shall apply to none of the other, we must consider 
the consequents of the subject, and the attributes 
which cannot belong to the predicate,’ or conversely 
we must consider the attributes which cannot belong 
to the subject and the consequents of the predicate ὦ, 
fo. if any term 1s the same in both series, the pre- 
dicate term cannot apply to any of the subject , ἴοι a 
syllogism results sometimes in the first ὁ and some- 
times in the middle figure [ΠΕ 1s required that one 
term shall not apply to some of the other, we must 
consider the antecedents of the subject and the attri- 
butes which cannot apply to the predicate, for if 
anything 1s common to these two classes, 1t must 
follow that the predicate does not apply to some of 
the subject 7 

Perhaps the several rules stated above will be Summary 
clearei if we express them in the following manner sonar 
Let the consequents of A be designated by B, the "es 
antecedents of A by C, and the attributes which 
cannot apply to A by D, again, let the attnbutes 
of E be designated by F, the antecedents of E by G, 
and the attributes which cannot apply to EK by H 
Then (1) 1f any of the Cs 1s the same as any of the Fs, 
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44 ἃ 
» Ἁ “ 
παντὶ τῶ E ὑπάρχειν τὸ μὲν γὰρ Z παντὶ τῶ EH, 


τὸ δὲ Τ' παντὶ τῶ A, ὥστε παντὶ 7TH Eto εἰ 
4 \ \ \ > ὔ 3 7 \ ~ 4 
90 δὲ τὸ Γ καὶ τὸ Η ταὐτόν, ἀνάγκη τινὶ τῶν E τὸ A 
ὑπάρχειν τῶ μὲν yap Τ' τὸ A, τῶ δὲ Η τὸ E παντὶ 
ἀκολουθεῖ εἰ δὲ τὸ Ζ καὶ τὸ Δ ταὐτόν, οὐδενὶ 
τῶν Ἐ; τὸ A ὑπάρξει ἐκ προσυλλογισμοῦ ἐπεὶ γὰρ 
ἀντιστρέφει τὸ στερητικὸν καὶ τὸ Z τῷ Δ ταὐτόν, 
οὐδενὶ τῶν Ζ ὑπάρξει τὸ A, τὸ δὲ Ζ παντὶ τῶ E 
95 πάλιν εἰ τὸ Β καὶ τὸ Ο ταὐτόν, οὐδενὶ τῶν Εὶ τὸ A 
ὑπάρξει τὸ γὰρ Β τῶ μὲν A παντί, τῶ" δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ 
τὸ E οὐδενὶ ὑπάρξει ταὐτὸ γὰρ ἣν τῶ Θ, τὸ δὲ O 
οὐδενὶ τῶν Ἐὶ ὑπῆρχεν εἰ δὲ τὸ A καὶ τὸ Η ταὐτόν, 
A A “ 3 ς / ~ ‘ 5 
τὸ A τινὶ τῶν E οὐχ ὑπάρξει τῶ yap ἢ οὐχ 
80 ὑπάρξει, ὅτι οὐδὲ TH Δ τὸ δὲ Η ἐστὶν ὑπὸ τὸ EK, 
@ \ ~ 5 ¢ / 9 \ ~ 4 
ὥστε τινὲ τῶν E οὐχ ὑπάρξει εἰ δὲ τῶ Ἡ τὸ B 
ταὐτόν, ἀντεστραμμένος έσται συλλογισμὸς τὸ μὲ 
γὰρ Ἐ τῶ Α ὑπάρξει παντί---τὸ γὰρ Β τῷ Α, τὸ δὲ 
E τῶ Β (ταὐτὸ yap ἣν τῶ H) τὸ δὲ A τῶ E παντι 
μὲν οὐκ ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν, τινὶ δ᾽ ἀνάγκη διὰ τι 
8 ἀντιστρέφειν τῇ καθόλου κατηγορίᾳ τὴν κατὰ μέρος 
Φανερὸν οὖν ore εἰς τὰ προειρημένα βλεπτέοι 
ἑκατέρου καθ᾽ ἕκαστον πρόβλημα διὰ τούτων yas 
ἅπαντες οἱ συλλογισμοί δεῖ δὲ καὶ τῶν ἑπομένων 
καὶ οἷς έπεται έκαστον, εἰς τὰ πρῶτα καὶ τὰ καθό 
49 Aov μάλιστα βλέπειν, οἷον τοῦ μὲν E μᾶλλον εἰ 
aan τὸ ΚΖ ἡ εἰς τὸ Z μόνον, τοῦ δὲ A εἰς τὸ ΚΤ ἡ εἰ 
\ , > A A ~ ς /f 4 
τὸ ᾿' μόνον εἰ μὲν yap τῶ KZ ὑπάρχει τὸ A, κα 
τῷ Z καὶ τῶ Ὦ ὑπάρχει εἰ δὲ τού ὴ ἕ 
͵ ρχει εἰ δὲ τούτω μὴ ἕπεται 
1 σῷ cor Af, ro Bdun 
2K AB?Cd?n? H B'd'fmn}, 
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A must apply to all E, ἔοι F apples to all E, and C 
applies to all A, so that A applies to all E (4) If 
C and G are the same, A must apply to some E 
For A 15 a consequent of all C, and EofallG (8) If 
F and D are the same, by a piosyllogism A will 
apply to no E., ἔοι since the negative proposition 1s 
convertible, and F 15 the same as D, A will apply to 
no Ε΄, but F apples to all E (4) Again, 1 B and H 
are the same, A will apply to no Ἐν, for B will apply 
to all A, but tono E, for B 1s ex hypotheses the same 
as H, and we assumed that H apphestonoE (5) If 
D and G are the same, A will not apply to some E 
For 1t will not apply to G, masmuch as 1t does not 
apply to Ὁ But G falls under E, and so A will not 
apply to some E (6) If Β 15 the same as G, there 
will be a syllogism by conversion For E will apply 
to all A, smce B applies to A and E to B (since B 1s 
ex hypothe: the same as G) It does not necessarily 
follow, however, that A apples to all E, but only 
that τὸ apples to some, because the universal 1s con- 
vertible into a particular: statement 

Thus it is evident that in the proving of every 
proposition we must considei the foregoing 1elations 
of subject and predicate , for 1t 1s by these that all 
syllogisms are determined Moreover we must con- Ierms 
sider especially those of the consequents and ante- paler 
cedents of each term which are piimary and univeisal, ™ ther 
eg, in the case of E we must consider KF 1ather versal form 
than F alone, and in the case of A we must conside1 
KC rathe: than C alone® For if A applies to KF it 
applies both to F and to E, but if it 1s not a conse- 
quent of the latter, 1t may still be a consequent of F 


α KF and KC are universals which include F and C 
respectively 
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3 ~ a ‘ \ 373 2 
ἐγχωρεῖ τῶ Ζ ἔπεσθαι ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐφ᾽ ὧν αὐτὸ 
> “, 9 ~ 7] 
ἀκολουθεῖ σκεπτέον εἶ μὲν γὰρ τοῖς πρώτοις, καὶ 
A “a 3 , 3 \ A 
τοῖς ὑπ᾽ ἐκεῖνα ἕπεται, εἰ δὲ μὴ τούτοις, ἀλλὰ τοῖς 
“ ? a“ 
ὑπὸ ταῦτα ἐγχωρεῖ 
~ A 4 7 \ ~ “~ Φ A -" 
Δῆλον δὲ καὶ ὅτι διὰ τῶν τριῶν ὅρων καὶ τῶν 
A “- 
δύο προτάσεων ἡ σκέψις, καὶ διὰ τῶν προειρη- 
\ 
μένων σχημάτων ot συλλογισμοὶ πάντες δεί- 
κνυται γὰρ ὑπάρχειν μὲν παντὶ τῶ E τὸ A, ὅταν 
~ \ 3 / ~ ~ > / 
τῶν Τ' καὶ ΖΦ ταὐτόν τι ληφθῇ τοῦτο δ᾽ dora 


/ / δὲ \ A \ EB f oy \ ~ 
10 μέσον, akpa ὃε TO A καὶ tL γίγνεται ovy TO πρῶτον 


1 


2 


σι 


0 


σχῆμα τινὶ δέ, ὅταν τὸ Γ΄ καὶ τὸ H ληφθῆ ταὐτόν 
τοῦτο δὲ τὸ ἐσχατον σχῆμα, μέσον γὰρ τὸ H 
“ ὃ \ ὃ a Ψ Α A \ \ 7, 5 } 
γίγνεται μηδενὶ δέ, ὅταν τὸ A καὶ τὸ Z ταὐτόν 
A \ 4 “ “ \ A 7 4 
οὕτω δὲ Kal TO πρῶτον σχῆμα καὶ TO μέσον, TO μὲν 
»- Ψ \ ~ ᾽ὔ \ 
πρῶτον ὅτι οὐδενὶ TH 2 ὑπάρχει τὸ A, εἴπερ 
\ “κ᾿ 
ἀντιστρέφει τὸ στερητικόν, τὸ δὲ Ζ παντὶ τῶ E, 
τὸ δὲ μέσον ὅτι τὸ Δ τῶ μὲν A οὐδενὶ τῶ δὲ E 
/ \ 
παντὶ ὑπάρχει τινὶ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ὅταν τὸ A 
καὶ τὸ H ταὐτὸν ἢ τοῦτο δὲ τὸ ἔσχατον σχῆμα 
‘ ~ 
τὸ μὲν yap A οὐδενὶ τῶ H ὑπάρξει, τὸ δὲ E παντὶ 
τῶ 
A “ ¢ \ “~ A , 
Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι διὰ τῶν προειρημένων σχημά- 
των οἱ συλλογισμοὶ πάντες, καὶ ὅτι οὐκ ἐκλεκτέον 
ὅσα πᾶσιν έπεται, διὰ τὸ μηδένα γίγνεσθαι συλ- 
λογισμὸν ἐξ αὐτῶν κατασκευάζειν μὲν γὰρ ὅλως 
οὐκ ἣν ἐκ τῶν ἑπομένων, ἀποστερεῖν δ᾽ οὐκ ἐν- 
lon a ξ A ~ 
δέχεται διὰ τοῦ πᾶσιν ἐπομένου δεῖ yap τῶ μὲν 
ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν 





α ΟἽ 43b 36 > 97a 18, Ὁ 99 
σὺ ρ from two affi mative pienusses which state the middle 
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Similarly we must observe the antecedents of the 
term in question , for if 1t is a consequent of those 
which are primaty, so it 1s also of the terms which 
fall under these , but τῇ 1t 1s not a consequent of the 
former, 1t may still be so of the latter 

It is clear also that our inquiry 1s carried out by 
means of the three terms and two premusses, and that 
all the syllogisms are effected by means of the three 
figures already desembed For 1t 1s proved (1) that 
A apples to all E when one of the Cs 1s taken as 
identical with one of the Fs This will be the middle 
term, and the extremes will be A and ἢ Thus the 
first figure results (2) That A applies to some E 
when C and G are taken as identical This 1s the last 
figure , for G becomes the middle term (3) That 
A apples to no E when D and F are identical In 
this case we get both the first and the middle figure , 
the first because A applies to no F (the negative 
proposition being converted) and F applies to all E, 
and the middle figuie because D apples to no A 
but to all E (4) That A does not apply to some E 
when D and G are identical This 15 the last figure, 
for A will apply to no G and E will apply to all G 

Thus it 1s evident that all syllogisms are effected by 
means of the figuies already described, and that we 
must not select consequents of all the terms,* because 
no syllogism results from these For we saw ὃ that 
there 1s no way at all of establishing a proposition 
from consequents,° while on the other hand refuta- 
tion 1s impossible by means of a common consequent, 
because 1t should apply to one term but not to the 
other ὁ 


as ἃ common consequent of both the extreme terms (second 
figure) 4 Se to give a negative conclusion 
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44b 
2 Φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι at ἄλλαι σκέψεις τῶν κατὰ 


4 9 \ 3 “a ‘ A ~ λλ / 
Tas ἐκλογὰς ἀχρεῖοι πρὸς TO ποιεῖν συλλογισμόν, 
\ 3 
οἷον εἰ τὰ ἑπόμενα ἑκατέρω ταὐτά ἐστιν, ἡ εἰ οἷς 
Φ ι A ῖ a \ ? ὃ / “~ E \ , “λ 
ἕπεται TO A καὶ ἃ μὴ ἐνδέχεται TO Εἰ, ἡ ὅσα πάλιν 
“a Ν / 
μὴ ἐγχωρεῖ ἑκατέρω ὑπάρχειν οὐ yap γίγνεται 
4 € 7 
80 συλλογισμὸς διὰ τούτων εἰ μὲν γὰρ τὰ ἑπόμενα 
/ “Ὁ 
ταὐτά, οἷον τὸ Β καὶ τὸ Ζ, τὸ μέσον γίγνεται σχῆμα 
a + 
κατηγορικὰς ἔχον τὰς προτάσεις εἰ δ᾽ οἷς ἔπεται TO 
ν᾿ ἃ \ 3 ? “~ “ \ Ἁ \ A 
A καὶ ἃ μὴ ἐνδέχεται τῶ E, οἷον τὸ I’ καὶ τὸ ©, τὸ 
A “A 4 \ \ , 
πρῶτον σχῆμα στερητικὴν ἔχον τὴν πρὸς τὸ ἔλατ- 
> 
Tov ἄκρον πρότασιν εἰ δ᾽ ὅσα μὴ ἐνδέχεται 
ς / “ \ ‘ ‘ \ 9 7 
8. ἑκατέρω, οἷον τὸ A καὶ τὸ Θ, στερητικαὶ ἀμφό- 
3 κω \ 9 “A 
τεραι at προτάσεις, ἡ ἐν τῶ πρώτω ἡ EV τῶ μέσω 
σχήματι οὕτως δ᾽ οὐδαμῶς ἔσται συλλογισμός 
Δῆλον δὲ καὶ ὅτι ὁποῖα ταὐτὰ ληπτέον τὰ κατὰ 
\ ὔ, 4 a 
τὴν ἐπίσκεψιν, Kal οὐχ ὁποῖα ἕτερα ἡ ἐναντία, 
40 πρῶτον μὲν ὅτι τοῦ μέσου χάριν ἡ ἐπίβλεψις, τὸ 
45a δὲ μέσον οὐχ ἕτερον ἀλλὰ ταὐτὸν δεῖ λαβεῖν εἶτα 
; “- 
ἐν ὅσοις καὶ συμβαΐνει γίγνεσθαι συλλογισμὸν τῶ 
~ 3 a ~ 
ληφθῆναι ἐναντία H μὴ ἐνδεχόμενα TH αὐτῶ ὑπάρ- 
> 
yew, εἰς τοὺς προειρημένους ἅπαντα ἀναχθήσεται 
τρόπους, οἷον εἰ τὸ Β καὶ τὸ Z ἐναντία ὴ μὴ 
5 ἐνδέχεται τῶ αὐτῶ ὑπάρχειν ἔσται μὲν γὰρ τούτων 
ληφθέντων συλλογισμὸς ὅτι οὐδενὶ τῶν E τὸ A 
e f 3 3 3 ? 3 “~ 3 3 > ~ 
ὑπάρχει ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐξ αὐτῶν ἀλλ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ προειρη- 
7 ? νι ‘ ~ \ 4 “ \ 
μένου τρόπου τὸ yap Β τῷ μὲν A παντὲ τῶ δὲ Εἰ 
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It is evident also that all other methods of investi- Other 
gation which proceed by selection are useless for MOUs | 
producing a syllogism , 6 δ᾽; (a) τῇ the consequents of are alco 
both terms are identical, or (6) 1f the antecedents of ον 
A and the attributes which cannot apply to E aie 
identical , or again (c) if the attmbutes which cannot 
apply to either are identical , because no syllogism 
results from these conditions For (a) if the con- 
sequents, viz B and F, are identical, we get the third 
figure with both premisses affirmative , (6) if the 
antecedents of A and the attributes which cannot 
apply to E, viz C and H respectively, are identical, 
we get the first figure with a negative minor premiss , 
and (c) if the attributes which cannot apply to either 
of the terms A and FE, viz D and H, are identical, 
both premisses are negative, either in the first or in 
the middle figure In these circumstances no syllo- 
gism at all 15 possible 

It 1s clear also that we must apprehend which of It1s for 
the terms that come under our survey are the same, Pe ee 
and not which are different or contrary, firstly, 0#) sronps 
because the object of our investigation 1s to discove1 that we 
the middle term, and the middle term must be taken ™¥S" 100% 
as the same in each premiss, and not as something 
different Secondly, even those examples mn which 
a syllogism happens to result from taking attributes 
which are contrary or which cannot apply to the same 
subject, will all be reducible to the types which we 
have already described , e g ,1f B and F are contrary 
or cannot apply to the same subject For if we take 
these terms, there will be a syllogism to the effect 
that A apples to no E, but the conclusion will be 
drawn not fiom the terms as they stand but from the 
type described above* For B will apply to all A 
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45 a 
οὐδενὶ ὑπάρξει, wor ἀνάγκη ταὐτὸ εἶναι τὸ Β τινὶ 
10 τῶν Θ πάλιν εἰ τὸ Β καὶ Η μὴ ἐγχωρεῖ τῷ αὐτῶ 
παρεῖναι, ότι τινὶ τῶν E οὐχ ὑπάρξει τὸ A καὶ “γὰρ 
οὕτως τὸ μέσον ἔσται σχῆμα τὸ γὰρ Β τῶ μὲν Α 
παντὶ τῶ δὲ BY οὐ τινὶ" ὑπάρξει, ὥστ᾽ ἀνάγκη τὸ 
Β ταὐτόν τινι εἶναι τῶν Θ τὸ γὰρ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
τὸ Β καὶ τὸ H τῶ αὐτῶ ὑπάρχειν οὐδὲν διαφέρει ὴ 
165 τὸ Β τῶν Θ τινὲ ταὐτὸν εἶναι πάντα γὰρ εἴληπται 
τὰ μὴ ἐνδεχόμενα τῶ Ἐ; ὑπάρχειν 
ανερὸν μὲν οὖν ὅτι ἐξ αὐτῶν μὲν τούτων τῶν 
3 / 3 A ΄ / 3 / 
ἐπιβλέψεων οὐδεὶς γίγνεται συλλογισμός, ἀνάγκη 
δ᾽͵, εὖὸ τὸ Β καὶ τὸ Z ἐναντία, ταὐτόν τινι εἶναι τὸ 
~ 4 8 Α / 4 ¢ 
20 Β τῶν © καὶ τὸν συλλογισμὸν γίγνεσθαι διὰ τούτων 
συμβαίνει δὴ τοῖς οὕτως ἐπισκοποῦσι προσεπι- 
/ ” eg i “ ? , Ἁ \ 7 
βλέπειν ἄλλην ὁδὸν τῆς ἀναγκαίας διὰ τὸ λανθάνειν 
“ Α ~ 
τὴν ταὐτότητα τῶν B καὶ τῶν Θ 
ΧΧΙΧ Τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον ἔχουσι καὶ οἵ εἰς τὸ 
ἀδύνατον ἄγοντες συλλογισμοὶ τοῖς δεικτικοῖς καὶ 
96 γὰρ οὗτοι γίγνονται διὰ τῶν ἑπομένων καὶ οἷς 
“ e / 4 ὁ > \ 9d Ff >? > “ 
ἔπεται ἑκάτερον καὶ ἡ αὐτὴ ἐπίβλεψις ἐν ἀμφοῖν 
ὃ γὰρ δείκνυται δεικτικῶς καὶ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου 
3 ’ Α ~ " σι / QL oc \ 
ἔστι συλλογίσασθαι διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων, καὶ ὃ διὰ 
τοῦ ἀδυνάτου καὶ δεικτικῶς otov ὁτι τὸ A οὐδενὶ 
τῶν E ὑπάρχει κείσθω γὰρ τινὲ ὑπάρχειν οὐκοῦν 
2 -- - 
80 ἐπεὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ A τὸ δὲ A τινὲ τῶν E, τὸ Β τινὶ 
τῶν E ὑπάρξει ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὶ ὑπῆρχεν πάλιν ὅτι 
τινὶ ὑπάρχει εἰ γὰρ μηδενὶ τῶν E τὸ A τὸ δὲ E 


1 EBtul H uolgo 
2 οὐ τινι Waitz οὐδενι codd 
5 ἀναγκὴ ὃ, εἰ Bnu, Waltz εαν δε ACdfm 
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but to no E, and so B must be the same as some H 
Again, if B and G cannot apply to the same subject, 
there will be a syllogism to the effect that A will not 
apply to some E ἴῃ this case too we shall have the 
middle figure, because B will apply to all A but not 
to some E, so that B must be the same as some H 
For the statement ‘ B and G cannot apply to the same 
subject ’ 1s equivalent to ‘ Bis the same as some H ’, 
smce H has been assumed? to designate all the 
attributes which cannot apply to E 

Thus it 1s evident that no syllogism 1esults from the 
foregoing methods of investigation as they stand, 
but that 1f B and F are contrary, B must be the same 
as some H, and in this way the syllogism 1s obtained 
Thus 1t follows that those who consider the problem 
in the manner which has just been described are looh- 
ing for a further method of proof than they need, 
through overlooking the identity between the Bs 
and Hs 

XXIX Syllogisms which employ reduction ad tm- The same 
possibile are governed by the same conditions as is. 
those which are ostensive , for they too are effected syllogisms 
by means of the consequents and antecedents of the wrebnwa 
two extieme terms The method of investigation, 27 wmpos 
too, 1s the same in both types, for that which 15 
proved ostensively can be established per zmposszbile 
by means of the same terms, and vice versa eg that 
A apples to no E® For let 1t be assumed that it 
apples to some Then since B applies to all A, and 
A to some Ἐν, B will apply to some E But ex hypo- 
thest it apphes to none Again, it can be proved that 
A apples to some E, for if it applies to none, and 


δ The relations of these terms are still as assumed in 
eh x\vul 
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48 ἃ 
παντὶ τῷ H, οὐδενὶ τῶν Η ὑπάρξει τὸ A ἀλλὰ 


παντὶ ὑπῆρχεν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
85 προβλημάτων ἀεὶ γὰρ ἔσται καὶ ἐν ἅπασιν ἡ διὰ 
τοῦ ἀδυνάτου δεῖξις ἐκ τῶν ἑπομένων καὶ οἷς 

ἕπεται ἑκάτερον 
Kat καθ᾽ ἔκαστον πρόβλημα ἡ αὐτὴ σκέψις 
δεικτικῶς τε βουλομένω συλλογίσασθαι καὶ εἰς τὸ 
ἀδύνατον ἀγαγεῖν ἐκ “γὰρ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἀμφό- 
τεραι αἵ ἀποδείξεις οἵον εἰ δέδεικται μηδενὶ ὑ ὑπάρ- 
40 yew τῶ E τὸ A, ὅτι συμβαίνει καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῶν 
E ὑπάρχειν, ὅπερ ἀδύνατον ἐὰν ληφθῆ τῶ μὲν E 
45b μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ A παντὶ ὑπάρχειν τὸ B, φανερὸν ὃ ὅτι 
οὐδενὶ τῶ E τὸ A ὑπάρξει πάλιν εἰ δεικτικῶς 
συλλελόγισται τὸ A τῷ E μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, ὑπο- 
θεμένοις ὑπάρχειν τινὶ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου δειχθή- 
σεται οὐδενὶ ὑπάρχον ὁμοίως δὲ κἀπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
5 ἐν ἅπασι γὰρ ἀνάγκη κοινόν τινα λαβεῖν dpov ἄλλον 
τῶν ὑποκειμένων, πρὸς ὃν ἔσται τοῦ ψευδοῦς ὃ 
συλλογισμός, ὥστ᾽ ἀντιστραφείσης ταύτης τῆς 
προτάσεως τῆς δ᾽ ἑτέρας ὁμοίως ἐχούσης, δεικ- 
τικὸς ἔσται 6 συλλογισμὸς διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων 
διαφέρει γὰρ ὃ δεικτικὸς τοῦ εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον OTL ἐν 
10 μὲν τῶ δεικτικῷ κατ᾽ ἀλήθειαν ἀμφότεραι τίθενται 
at προτάσεις, ἐν δὲ TH εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον ψευδῶς 

ἡ μία 
Ταῦτα μὲν οὖν ἔσται μᾶλλον φανερὰ διὰ τῶν 
ἑπομένων, ὅταν περὶ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου λέγωμεν νῦν δὲ 
τοσοῦτον ἡμῖν ἔστω δῆλον, ὅτι εἰς ταὐτὰ βλεπτέον 
18 δεικτικῶς τε βουλομένω συλλογίζεσθαι καὶ εἰς τὸ 
1 radra corr Ο ταῦτα codd 
@2¢ 1s replaced PY its contradictory 
XIV 


352 


PRIOR ANALYTICS, I xarx 


ἘΞ apples to all ἃ, A will apply to no G, but ex 
hypothest xt apples to all Similarly with all other 
propositions , proof per zmpossibile will always be 
possible m all cases by means of the consequents and 
antecedents of the extreme terms 

Moneover, in every problem the proceduie is the 
same whether it 1s required to employ an ostensive 
syllogism or reduction ad impossible , for both proofs 
are effected by means of the same terms Eg, 
supposing that it has been proved that A applies to 
no Εἰ, because (if A applies to some) 11 follows that B 
also apples to some Εἰ, which 1s umpossible τῇ 1t 15 
assumed that B apples to no E but to all A, 1t 1s 
evident that A willapply tonoE On the othe: hand 
if the conclusion that A apples to no E has been 
reached ostensively, 1f we assume that A applies to 
some Εἰ, we can piove per zmpossibile that 1t applies 
to none Simulaily too m all other examples, for 
in every case we must take some common term (othe1 
than those which have been laid down) to which the 
syllogism proving the false conclusion will refer, so 
that when this premiss 1s converted* (the other 
remaining unchanged) the syllogism will become 
ostensive by means of the same terms For the 
difference between ostensive pioof and proof per 
umposstbile 1s that in the former both premisses are 
assumed as tiue, while m the latter one 1s assumed 
as false 

These points will become clearer in the hight of 
subsequent remarks when we are discussing proof 
per wmpossibile ® For the present let us take rt that 
so muchis obvious that we must have regard to the 
same terms whether it 1s required to prove a conclusion 
ostensively or to employ reduction ad zmpossebile In 
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“π᾿ ἀγαγεῖν ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἄλλοις συλλογισμοῖς 
τοῖς ἐξ ὑποθέσεως, οἵον ὅσοι κατὰ μετάληψιν 7 
κατὰ ποιότητα, ἐν τοῖς ὑποκειμένοις οὐκ ἐν τοῖς ἐξ 
ἀρχῆς ἀλλ᾽ ἐν τοῖς μεταλαμβανομένοις ἔσται 
σκέψις, ὃ δὲ τρόπος ὃ αὐτὸς τῆς ἐπιβλέψεως 

00 ἐπισκέψασθαι δὲ δεῖ καὶ διελεῖν ποσαχῶς οἱ ἐξ 
ὑποθέσεως 
Δείκνυται μὲν οῦν έκαστον τῶν προβλημάτων 
οὕτως, ἔστι δὲ καὶ ἄλλον τρόπον ἔνια συλλογίσα- 
σθαι τούτων, οἷον τὰ καθόλου διὰ τῆς κατὰ μέρος 
ἐπιβλέψεως ἐξ ὑποθέσεως εἰ γὰρ τὰ T καὶ τὰ H 
2.0 ταὐτὰ εἴη, μόνοις δὲ ληφθείη τοῖς H τὸ E ὑπάρχειν, 
παντὶ av τῶ Εἰ τὸ A ὑπάρχοι καὶ πάλιν εἰ τὰ Δ καὶ 
Η ταὐτά, μόνων δὲ τῶν H τὸ Εἰ κατηγοροῖτο, ὅτι 
οὐδενὶ τῶν E τὸ A ὑπάρξει φανερὸν ovy ὅτι καὶ 
οὕτως ἐπιβλεπτέον 
Τὸν αὐτὸν δὲ τρόπον καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἀναγκαίων καὶ 
80 Τῶν ἐνδεχομένων ἡ γὰρ αὐτὴ σκέψις καὶ διὰ τῶν 
αὐτῶν ὅρων ἔσται τῇ τάξει τοῦ τ᾽ ἐνδέχεσθαι καὶ 
τοῦ ὑπάρχειν 6 συλλογισμός ληπτέον δ᾽ ἐπὶ τῶν 
ἐνδεχομένων καὶ τὰ μὴ ὑπάρχοντα δυνατὰ δ᾽ 
ὑπάρχειν δέδεικται γὰρ ὅτι καὶ διὰ τούτων γίγ- 
νεται 6 τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι συλλογισμός ὁμοίως δ᾽ 
8υ ἔξει καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων κατηγοριῶν 
Φανερὸν οὖν ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων οὐ μόνον ὅτι 
ἐγχωρεῖ διὰ ταύτης τῆς ὁδοῦ γίγνεσθαι πάντας τοὺς 
συλλογισμούς, ἀλλὰ καὶ ὅτι δι’ ἄλλης ἀδύνατον 
α ΟἹ 41a 39 
> A ξογξιογε or analogical arguments (Alexander 324 19) 
¢ eg, the hypothesis in the immediately following e.- 
amples, that E. applies to G only 4 32b 25 ff 


¢4é propositions expressing a modal relation other than 
that of necessity or possibility 


354 


PRIOR ANALYTICS, 1 xarx 


the case of other hypothetical syllogisms, however, 
eg, such as involve substitution * or a qualitative 
relation,? mquiry will be concerned not with the 
terms onginally assumed but with those which are 
substituted, while the manner of imvestigation will 
be the same as before We must, however, con- 
side: and analyse the different types of hypothetical 
syllogisms 

Every kind of proposition, then, can be proved in Method of 
the way desciilbed above , but some can be estab- Yersat from 
hshed syllogistically in another way also Eg , umi- pat icular 
versal propositions can be proved by the method of yitn the 
investigation pioper to the corresponding particular δα οὕ 
conclusion, with the help of a further hypothesis ¢ hypothesis 
Fo. assuming that C and G are identical, and E 
applies to G only, A will apply to all E, and again 
assuming that D and G are identical, and E 1s predi- 
cated only of G, 1t follows that A will apply to no E 
Thus 1t 1s evident that we must conside: the problem 
in this way also 

The same method applies also to apodeictic and The method 
problematic syllogisms , for the process of mquiry 18 1s fees 
the same, and the syllogisms will be effected by means ἴον all 
of the same airangement of terms, whether it 15 
pioblematic or asseitoiic In the case of problematic 
propositions, howeve1, we must include those te1ms 
which, although they do not apply, might possibly 
do so, for 1t has been sFown ὦ that the problematic 
syllogism 1s effected by means of these also The 
same principle will hold good in the othe: modes of 
predication ° 

Thus it 1s evident from the foiegoing analysis not 
only that all syllogisms can be effected by this 
method, but also that they cannot be effected by any 
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45 b 
ἅπας μὲν γὰρ συλλογισμὸς δέδεικται διά τινος τῶν 


40 προειρημένων σχημάτων γιγνόμενος, ταῦτα δ᾽ οὐκ 
ἐγχωρεῖ δι’ ἄλλων συσταθῆναι πλὴν διὰ τῶν ἐπο- 
464 μένων καὶ οἷς ἕπεται ἕκαστον ἐκ τούτων γὰρ αἱ 
προτάσεις καὶ ἡ τοῦ μέσου λῆψις, ὥστ᾽ οὐδὲ συλ- 
λογισμὸν ἐγχωρεῖ γίγνεσθαι δι’ ἄλλων 
XXX Ἡ μὲν οὖν ὁδὸς κατὰ πάντων ἡ αὐτὴ καὶ 
περὶ φιλοσοφίαν καὶ περὶ τέχνην ὁποιανοῦν καὶ 
ὃὁμάθημα δεῖ γὰρ τὰ ὑπάρχοντα καὶ οἷς ὑπάρχει 
περὶ ἑκάτερον' ἀθρεῖν, καὶ τούτων ὡς πλείστων 
εὐπορεῖν, καὶ ταῦτα διὰ τῶν τριῶν ὅρων σκοπεῖν, 
ἀνασκευάζοντα μὲν ὡδί, κατασκευάζοντα δὲ wai, 
κατὰ μὲν ἀλήθειαν ἐκ τῶν κατ᾽ ἀλήθειαν δια- 
γεγραμμένων ὑπάρχειν, εἰς δὲ τοὺς διαλεκτικοὺς 
10 συλλογισμοὺς ἐκ τῶν κατὰ δόξαν προτάσεων 
At δ᾽ ἀρχαὶ τῶν συλλογισμῶν καθόλου μὲν 
εἴρηνται, ὃν τρόπον τ᾽ ἔχουσι καὶ ὃν τρόπον δεῖ 
θηρεύειν αὐτάς, ὅπως μὴ βλέπωμεν εἰς ἅπαντα τὰ 
λεγόμενα, μηδ᾽ εἰς ταὐτὰ κατασκευάζοντες καὶ 
ἀνασκευάζοντες, μηδὲ κατασκευάζοντές τε κατὰ 
15 παντὸς 7) τινὸς καὶ ἀνασκευάζοντες ἀπὸ πάντων 7 
τινῶν, ἀλλ᾽ εἰς ἐλάττω καὶ ὡρισμένα, καθ᾽ ἕκαστον 
δὲ ἐκλέγειν τῶν ὄντων, οἷον περὶ ἀγαθοῦ ἡ ἐπι- 
es 
"Ἴδιαι δὲ καθ᾽ ἑκάστην εἰσὶν ai πλεῖσται διὸ 
τὰς μὲν ἀρχὰς τὰς περὶ ἕκαστον ἐμπειρίας ἐστὶ 
παραδοῦναι. λέγω δ᾽ οἷον τὴν ἀστρολογικὴν μὲν 
1 ἕκαστον mu, Behhe 
2 diac Alexander, Watiz ἰδία codd 





¢~2¢ the premisses 
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other For1it has been proved that every syllogism 1s 
effected by means of one of the figures already de- 
scribed, and these cannot be composed otherwise 
than by means of the consequents and antecedents 
of the terms in each particular case , for τὸ is from 
these that the premisses are formed and the middle 
term discovered Hence a syllogism cannot be 
effected by any other terms than these 

XXX The method, then, 15 the same im all cases, The same 
not only im philosophy but in every kind of art or fogs r all 
study We must look for the attributes and subjects branches 
of both our terms, and supply ourselves with as many ledge 
aswecan andthen we must consider them by means 
of the three terms, refuting in this way, establishing 
in that , when our object 1s truth, working from terms 
which aie arranged to express a true relation, and 
when we require dialectical syllogisms, working from 
plausible premisses 

The principles 5 of syllogisms have now been de- The general 
scribed m general terms, both how they are consti- 1yyear° 
tuted and how we should look for them, not by stated, 
considering all that is predicated of the terms τῇ 
question, nor by conside1ing the same attributes 
whether we are establishing οἱ refuting a proposition, 
nor whether we are estabhshing 1t of all or some or 
refuting 1t of all or some , but by considering a lumited 
number of definite attributes We must select with 
regard to each particular thing that 1s, eg, with 
1egaid to goodness or knowledge 

Most of the principles, however, which are con- but im every 
nected with a particular science are peculiar to 1t jnowledge 
Hence to convey to us the principles connected with οἱ the fucts 
each particular science 1s the task of experience I cede demon 
mean, 6 δ, that it 1s for astronomical experience to >!Ation 
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oe lav τῆς ἀστρολογικῆς ἐπιστή ληφθέν 
20 ἐμπειρίαν τῆς ἀστρολογικῆς ἐπιστήμης ληφθέντων 
ἕ ~ ΄-. 7 4 / 
γὰρ ἱκανῶς τῶν φαινομένων ovTws εὑρέθησαν ai 
A A 
ἀστρολογικαὶ ἀποδείξες ὁμοίως δὲ Kal περὶ 
“»Ἅ " > 
ἄλλην ὁποιανοῦν ἔχει τέχνην TE καὶ ἐπιστήμην 
4 3 3A - \ ς 7 \ μ 
ὥστ᾽ ἐὰν ληφθῆ τὰ ὑπάρχοντα περὶ ἕκαστον, 
΄Ζ 3 
ἡμέτερον ἤδη τὰς ἀποδείξεις ἑτοίμως ἐμφανίζειν 
/ ~ 
el yap μηδὲν κατὰ τὴν ἱστορίαν παραλειφθείη τῶν 
9 ~ € / “a / A \ 
ἀληθῶς ὑπαρχόντων τοῖς πράγμασιν, ἕξομεν περὶ 
ἅπαντος οὔ μὲν ἔστιν ἀπόδειξις, ταύτην εὑρεῖν καὶ 
3 ᾽ a 4 \ / > fs) “~ 
ἀποδεικνύναι, ov δὲ μὴ πέφυκεν ἀπόδειξις, τοῦτο 
~ 4 
ποιεῖν φανερόν 
K - P \ “ “a A , X / 
αθόλου μὲν ovv, dv δεῖ τρόπον Tas προτάσεις 
3 λ / 3 ὃ , ὃ 2 > β Ff ὃ \ ὃ -" 
ἐκλέγειν, εἴρηται σχεδόν δι΄ ἀκριβείας δὲ δι 
εληλύθαμεν ἐν τῇ πραγματεία TH περὶ τὴν δια- 
λεκτικήν 
~ “- ὔ 
ΧΧΧῚ “Ὅτι δὲ ἡ διὰ τῶν γενῶν διαίρεσις μικρόν 
΄΄ι [2 “- 
TL μόριόν ἐστι τῆς εἰρημένης μεθόδου, ράδιον ἰδεῖν 
ἔστι γὰρ ἡ διαίρεσις οἷον ἀσθενὴς συλλογισμός ὃ 
\ ‘ ὃ ~ ὃ “ > A AA / δὲ > ἢ 
μὲν γὰρ δεῖ δεῖξαι αἰτεῖται, συλλογίζεται δὲ ἀεί τι 
τῶν ἄνωθεν πρῶτον δ᾽ αὐτὸ τοῦτο ἐλελήθει τοὺς 
id >” ΄ \ “ > 4 ς 
χρωμένους αὐτῇ πάντας, καὶ πείθειν ἐπεχείρουν ὡς 
~ > 
ὄντος δυνατοῦ περὶ οὐσίας ἀπόδειξιν γίγνεσθαι καὶ 
τοῦ τί ἐστιν ὥστ᾽ οὔτε ὁ τι ἐνδέχεται συλλογί- 
σασθαι διαιρουμένους ξυνίεσαν, οὔτε ὅτι οὕτως 
" “ “-“"- 
ἐνεδέχετο ὥσπερ εἰρήκαμεν ἐν μὲν οὖν ταῖς ἀπο- 
/ a 
49 Sei€eow, ὅταν δέη τι συλλογίσασθαι ὑπάρχειν, δεῖ 
Ἀ 7 3 ΤᾺ f e / ν᾿. 
46b τὸ μέσον, δι᾽ οὔ γίγνεται ὃ συλλογισμός, καὶ ἥττον 
1 διαιρουμειους nm, Alexander, Waitz διαιρούμενοι 


3 


So 


3 


or 





α Topies, I xiv 
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convey to us the principles of astronomy (for 1t was 
not untu the phenomena had been thoroughly appre- 
hendcd that the demonstiations of astionomy were 
discovered), and the same applies to any othe ait 
or science So if we appiehend the attributes of the 
object in question, 1t will at once be in our powei 
readily to exhibit the demonstiations , for assuming 
that none of the true attributes of the objects con- 
cerned has been omitted in our survey, we shall be 
able to discover and demonstrate the proof of every- 
thing which has a proof, and to elucidate everything 
whose nature does not admit of proof 

The foregoing 1s a rough description in general 
terms of the way mm which the premuisses should 
be selected We have considered this subject with 
detailed accuracy in ou treatise on dialectic ὅ 

XXXI Itis easy to see that the process of division Criticism 
by genera? 1s a minor instance of the method de- ae 
scilbed above , for the division 1s, as 1t were, a weak definition by 

dichotomy 

syllogism, since 1t begs the point which it 1s required 
to prove, and always reaches a more gener2l con- 
clusion than is requned In the fust place this fact 
had escaped all the exponents of the process, and 
they tried to insist that 1t 1s possible to effect a 
demonstration of substance and essence Hence they 
did not understand what syllogistic conclusion can 
be reached by the process of division, nor did they 
realize that 1t can be reached m the way which we 
have described In demonstrations when it 1s re- 
quired to prove syllogistically an affirmative pro- 
position, the middle term, by means of which the 
syllogism 1s effected, must always be subordinate to 


Ὁ The Platonic method of dichotomy Cf Sophist 219 a 
ff , Politrcus 253 ὶ ff 
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3968 3 1 Φ Ἁ Ἁ / ~ f ~ + 
ἀεὶ εἶναι καὶ μὴ καθόλου τοῦ πρώτου τῶν ἄκρων 


ἡ δὲ διαίρεσις τοὐναντίον βούλεται τὸ γὰρ καθόλου 
λαμβάνει μέσον 
Ἔστω γὰρ ζῶον μὲν ἐφ᾽ οὔ Α, τὸ δὲ θνητὸν ἐφ᾽ 
5 οὔ B, καὶ ἀθάνατον ἐφ᾽ οὐ Τ', ὁ δ᾽ ἄνθρωπος, οὗ τὸν 
ὅρον δεῖ λαβεῖν, ἐφ᾽ οὗ τὸ Δ ἅπαν δὴ ζῶον λαμ- 
βάνει ἡ θνητὸν ἡ ἀθάνατον τοῦτο δ᾽ ἐστίν, ὃ ἂν ἢ 
A, ἅπαν εἶναι ἡ Β ἡ Γ΄ πάλιν τὸν ἄνθρωπον ἀεὶ 
διαιρούμενος τίθεται ζῶον εἶναι, ὥστε κατὰ τοῦ 
Δ τὸ A λαμβάνει ὑπάρχειν ὁ μὲν οὖν συλλογισμός 
τὸ ἐστιν ὅτι τὸ Δ ἡ Β ἡ Τ' ἅπαν ἔσται, ὥστε τὸν 
ἄνθρωπον ἡ θνητὸν μὲν ἡ ἀθάνατον ἀναγκαῖον 
εἶναι, ζῶον θνητὸν δὲ οὐκ ἀναγκαῖον, ἀλλ᾽ αἰτεῦται 
τοῦτο δ᾽ ἣν ὃ ἔδει συλλογίσασθαι καὶ πάλιν 
θέμενος τὸ μὲν A ζῶον θνητόν, ἐφ᾽ ov δὲ τὸ Β 
ς / 2 f? es \ \ 3, \ 3 4 A 
ὑπόπουν, ἐφ᾽ ov δὲ τὸ I’ ἄπουν, τὸν δ᾽ ἄνθρωπον τὸ 
16. A, ὡσαύτως λαμβάνει τὸ μὲν A ἤτοι ἐν τῶ Β ἡ ἐν 
τῷ Γ' εἶναι (ἅπαν γὰρ ζῶον θνητὸν ἡ ὑπόπουν ἢ 
ἄπουν ἐστῶ, κατὰ δὲ τοῦ Δ τὸ A (τὸν γὰρ ἄνθρωπον 
ζῷον θνητὸν εἶναι ehaBev) ὥστ᾽ ὑπόπουν μὲν 7 
ἄπουν εἶναι ζῶον ἀνάγκη τὸν ἄνθρωπον, ὑπόπουν 
δ᾽ οὐκ ἀνάγκη ἀλλὰ λαμβάνει τοῦτο δ᾽ ἣν ὃ ἔδει 
20 πάλιν δεῖξαι. καὶ τοῦτον δὴ τὸν τρόπον det διαι- 
ῥουμένοις τὸ μὲν καθόλου συμβαίνει αὐτοῖς μέσον 
λαμβάνειν, καθ᾽ ov δ᾽ ἔδει δεῖξαι καὶ τὰς διαφορὰς 
ἄκρα τέλος δὲ ὅτι τοῦτ᾽ ἔστιν ἄνθρωπος ἡ ὁ τι 
ποτ᾽ av ἢ τὸ ζητούμενον οὐδὲν λέγουσι σαφές, war’ 
ἀναγκαῖον εἶναι καὶ γὰρ τὴν ἄλλην ὅδὸν ποιοῦνται 
os πᾶσαν, οὐδὲ τὰς ἐνδεχομένας εὐπορίας ὑπολαμ- 
βάνοντες ὑπάρχειν 
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the major, not a universal which includes 1t , but the 
process of division requires the contrary procedure, 
since 1t takes the universal as the middle term 

For example, let A be ‘ animal, Β΄ mortal,’ C ‘1m- 
mortal ’ and Ὁ ‘ man,’ whose definition it 1s required 
to find Then the exponent of division assumes that 
every animal 15 either mortal or mmmortal, ze, that 
everything which 1s A 15 either Bor C_ Next, con- 
tinuing his process of division, he takes “ man’ to be 
an animal,ze he assumes that A 1s predicated of D 
The svllogism, then, 1s ‘ Every D will be erther B or 
C,’ so that man must necessaiily be erther mortal or 
immortal But that he is a mortal animal 15 not a 
necessary inference, but 1s begged , and this is the 
very pomt which ought to have been proved by 
syllogism Again, taking A as ‘ mortal animal,’ B as 

footed,’ C as ‘ footless ’ and D as ‘ man,’ he assumes 
as beso1e that A 1s included im either B or C (since 
eve1y mortal animal 1s either footed or footless) and 
that A is predicated of D (for he assumed that man 
is a mortal animal) Hence man must be either a 
footed or a footless animal That he is a footed 
animal, however, is not a necessary inference, but 1s 
begged , and this ag un 15 the very point which ought 
to have been proved by syllogism Since they in- 
variably divide in this way, 1t follows that they take 
the universal term as the middle, and the subject to 
be defined, together with the differentiae, as the ex- 
treme terms Finally they make no definite state- 
ment such as 1s necessarily valid to the effect that 
man, or whatever concept they are examining, 1s 
so-and-so , foi they follow the other method through- 
out, without even suspecting that the available facili- 
ties for demonstration exist 
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46 b \ 2 & » 9 3 7 / ~ 
Φανερὸν δ᾽ ὅτι οὔτ᾽ ἀνασκευάσαι ταύτη TH με- 


θόδω ἔστιν, οὔτε περὶ συμβεβηκότος ἡ ἰδίου συλ- 
λογίσασθαι, οὔτε περὶ γένους, οὔτ᾽ ἐν οἷς ἀγνοεῖται 
τὸ πότερον ὥδε ἡ WOE ἔχει, οἷον ap’ ἡ διάμετρος 
30 ἀσύμμετρος ἐὰν γὰρ λάβη ὅτι ἅπαν μῆκος ἡ σύμ- 
μετρον 7 ἀσύμμετρον, ἡ δὲ διάμετρος μῆκος, συλλε- 
λόγισται ὅτι ἀσύμμετρος ἢ σύμμετρος ἡ διάμετρος 
εἰ δὲ λήψεται ἀσύμμετρον, ὃ ἔδει συλλογίσασθαι 
λήψεται οὐκ σρα ἐστι δεῖξαι ἡ μὲν γὰρ ὅδὸς αὕτη, 
διὰ ταύτης δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν τὸ ἀσύμμετρον ἡ σύμμετρον 
86 ἐφ᾽ ov A, μῆκος Β, διάμετρος V 

Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι οὔτε πρὸς πᾶσαν σκέψιν ἁρμόζει 
τῆς ζητήσεως ὁ τρόπος, οὐτ᾽ ἐν οἷς μάλιστα δοκεῖ 

πρέπειν, ἐν τούτοις ἐστὶ χρήσιμος 
Ἔκ τίνων μὲν οὖν αἱ ἀποδείξεις γίγνονται καὶ 
πῶς, καὶ εἰς ποῖα βλεπτέον καθ᾽ ἕκαστον πρό- 

40 βλημα, φανερὸν ἐκ τῶν εἰρημένων 
XXXII Πῶς δ᾽ ἀνάξομεν τοὺς συλλογισμοὺς εἰς 
411 τὰ προειρημένα σχήματα, λεκτέον av εἴη μετὰ 
ταῦτα λοιπὸν γὰρ ἔτι τοῦτο τῆς σκέψεως εἰ γὰρ 
τήν τε γένεσιν τῶν συλλογισμῶν θεωροῖμεν καὶ τοῦ 
εὑρίσκειν ἔχοιμεν δύναμιν, έτι δὲ τοὺς γεγενημένους 
5 ἀναλύοιμεν εἰς τὰ προειρημένα σχήματα, τέλος ἂν 
ἔχοι ἡ ἐξ ἀρχῆς πρόθεσις συμβήσεται δ᾽ ἅμα καὶ 
τὰ πρότερον εἰρημένα ἐπιβεβαιοῦσθαι καὶ φανε- 
ρώτερα εἶναι ὅτι οὕτως ἔχει διὰ τῶν νῦν λεχ- 


* Apparently the word is here used to mean inferential 
processes in general 
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It 1s evident that by this method it 1s impossible 
eithe: (a) to refute a proposition, or to draw an 
inference (Ὁ) about an accident or property, or (c) 
about a genus, or (d) in cases where a question of 
fact 1s uncertain, e g , whether the diagonal of a square 
is incommensurable with the sides For if one 
assumes that every linear magnitude 1s either com- 
mensurable or incommensurable, and the diagonal 
is a linear magnitude, the conclusion is that the 
diagonal is either commensurable or incommensur- 
able , and 1f one assumes 1t to be incommensurable, 
he will be assuming what ought to have been proved 
by syllogism Therefore proof 1s umpossible , for 
this 15. the method, and by 1t there 1s no proof A 
stands for ‘ commensurable or mcommensurable,’ B 
for “ hnear magnitude,’ C ἔοι ‘ diagonal ’ 

Thus 1 1s evident (1) that this method of inquiry 
is not adapted for every investigation, and (2) that 
it is useless even in those cases for which 1t 1s supposed 
to be especially suitable 

Thus it 15 evident from the foregoing account by 
what means and in what way demonstrations are 
effected, and what hind of attributes should be taken 
into account in each type of problem 

XXXII We must next explain how to 1educe Reduction 
syllogisms ὦ to the figures previously descitbed , this % #8" | 
part of ow. inquiry still remaims ΒῸΪ if we examune syllogistic 
the means by which syllogisms are produced, and °™ 
possess the ability to mvent them, and can also 
reduce the syllogisms when constructed to the 
figures previously described, our orginal under- 
tahing will be completed Incidentally our previ- 
ous statements will be further confirmed, and their 
accuracy will be made more evident, by what 1s now 


363 


ARISTOTLE 


78 “ a A ~ 4 3 4 > A ε “- 
θησομένων δεῖ γὰρ πᾶν τὸ ἀληθὲς αὐτὸ ἑαυτῶ 


¢ / 4 
ὁμολογούμενον εἶναι πάντη 
~ ~ “A ~ / , 

10 Πρῶτον μὲν οὖν δεῖ πειρᾶσθαι τὰς δύο προτάσεις 
3 “΄- “ ta Ἁ > 
ἐκλαμβάνειν τοῦ συλλογισμοῦ (ῥᾷον yap εἰς τὰ 

7 a \ 4 8Ὰ 2 / \ 4 ‘ 
μείζω διελεῖν ἡ τὰ ἐλάττω, μείζω δὲ τὰ συγκείμενα 
a ~ > 7 A 
ἡ ἐξ wv), εἶτα σκοπεῖν ποτέρα ἐν ὅλω καὶ ποτέρα 
3 7) \ 3 ᾿ » mn f » 2 ἃ 
ἐν μέρει, καὶ εἰ μὴ ἄμφω εἰλημμέναι elev, αὐτὸν 
/ \ ¢ > #f ἃ A / 
iTiévra τὴν ἑτέραν ἐνίοτε yap τὴν καθόλου 
’’ / 
προτείναντες τὴν ἐν ταύτη οὐ λαμβάνουσιν, οὔτε 
~ 7 
γράφοντες οὔτ᾽ ἐρωτῶντες ἡ ταύτας μὲν προ- 
τείνουσι, δι ὧν δ᾽ αὗται περαΐνονται παραλεί- 
td 3 ~ 7 ~ 
πουσιν, ἄλλα δὲ μάτην ἐρωτῶσι σκεπτέον οὖν εἰ 
δὴ 7 ~ 3 / 
τι περίεργον εἴληπται Kat TL TOV ἀναγκαίων παρα- 
7 λ A \ 2 \ 3 3 / Ω 
20 λέλειπται, καὶ τὸ μὲν θετέον τὸ δ᾽ ἀφαιρετέον ἕως 
, 
av ἔλθη τις εἰς τὰς δύο προτάσεις ἄνευ yap τούτων 
3 “ ‘ ; 3 
οὐκ ἔστιν ἀναγαγεῖν' τοὺς οὕτως ἠρωτημένους 
/ > #- \ ἐν ὔ 3 - A 3 f ld 
λόγους ἐνίων μὲν οὖν ῥάδιον ἰδεῖν TO ἐνδεές, ἔνιοι 
f \ ~ / 
δὲ λανθάνουσι καὶ δοκοῦσι συλλογίζεσθαι διὰ τὸ 
af / 3 ~ 
ἀναγκαῖόν TL συμβαίνειν ἐκ τῶν κειμένων, οἷον εἰ 
A , Ἁ ral 
2 ληφθείη μὴ οὐσίας ἀναιρουμένης μὴ ἀναιρεῖσθαι 
? “ 3 
οὐσίαν, ἐξ ὧν δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἀναιρουμένων καὶ τὸ ἐκ 
ὔ A “~ 
τούτων φθείρεσθαι τούτων yap τεθέντων ἀναγκαῖον 
\ A > ἡ / μν > 7 3 \ , 
μὲν τὸ οὐσίας μέρος εἶναι οὐσίαν od μὴν συλλελό- 
A lam 3 7 3 9 3 f 
γίσται διὰ τῶν εἰλημμένων, ἀλλ᾽ ἐλλείπουσι προ- 
, / 3 5 / , , κι 
τάσεις πάλιν εἰ ἀνθρώπου ὄντος ἀνάγκη ζῶον εἶναι 


1 ἀγαγεῖν Adnu 





@ In this case the terms > Cf Topres, VIII 1 
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to follow , for every truth must be in all respects 
self-consistent 

First, then, we must try to select the two premiusses 
of the syllogism (since it 1s easier to analyse into the 
greater than into the smaller parts,* and the com- 
posite 15 greater than its constituents), and then 
consider which 1s universal and which particular, 
supplying the missing premiss ourselves if only one 
has been assumed, for both in writing and m 
argument people sometimes, while stating the uni- 
versal premuss, fail to mention the premiss contained 
in it, or they state the ummediate premusses, but 
omit to mention the premisses from which they are 
inferred, and unnecessaiily ask for the concession of 
others We must consider, then, whether anything 
superfluous has been assumed, and whether anything 
necessary has been left out, and we must posit the 
latter and reject the former until we arrive at the 
two premisses , for without these we cannot reduce 
arguments which have been suggested in the way 
described above ® The madequacy of some aigu- 
ments is easily seen, but others escape detection and 
appear to have a syllogistic force because some 
necessary conclusion follows from what 1s laid down 
eg, if it were assumed (a) that substance is not 
destroyed by the destruction of non-substance, and 
(ὁ) that if the constituents of anything are destroyed, 
that which is composed of them also perishes , for 
if we posit these assumptions 1t necessarily follows 
that any part of substance 1s substance, yet it has 
not been proved syllogistically by means of the as- 
sumptions , the premusses are deficient Again, if 
something animate must exist if man exists, and 
substance must exist 1f something animate exists, 
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80 Καὶ ζώου Οουσιᾶαν, ἀνθρώπου OVTOS ἀναγκὴ OVOLAV 


εἶναι ἀλλ᾽ οὕπω συλλελόγισται οὐ yap ἔχουσιν αἱ 
προτάσεις ὡς εἴπομεν 
᾿Απατώμεθα δ᾽ ἐν τοῖς τοιούτοις διὰ τὸ ἀναγ- 
καῖόν τι συμβαίνειν ἐκ τῶν κειμένων, ὅτι καὶ ὁ 
συλλογισμὸς ἀναγκαῖόν ἐστιν ἐπὶ πλέον δὲ τὸ 
ἀναγκαῖον ὴ ὁ συλλογισμός 6 μὲν γὰρ συλλογισμὸς 
8 πᾶς ἀναγκαῖον, τὸ δ᾽ ἀναγκαῖον οὐ πᾶν συλλο- 
γίσμός ὥστ᾽ οὐκ εἴ τι συμβαίνει τεθέντων τινῶν 
πειρατέον ἀνάγειν εὐθύς, ἀλλὰ πρῶτον ληπτέον τὰς 
δύο προτάσεις, εἶθ᾽ οὕτω διαιρετέον εἰς τοὺς ὄρους, 
μέσον δὲ θετέον τῶν ὅρων τὸν ἐν ἀμφοτέραις ταῖς 
προτάσεσι λεγόμενον ἀνάγκη γὰρ τὸ μέσον ἐν 
40 ἀμφοτέραις ὑπάρχειν ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς σχήμασιν ἐὰν 
41 μὲν οὖν κατηγορῆ καὶ κατηγορῆται τὸ μέσον, 7 
αὐτὸ μὲν κατηγορῆ dAdo δ᾽ ἐκείνου ἀπαρνῆται, τὸ 
πρῶτον ἔσται σχῆμα ἐὰν δὲ καὶ κατηγορῆ καὶ 
ἀπαρνῆται ἀπό τινος, τὸ μέσον ἐὰν δ᾽ ἄλλα ἐκείνου 
δ κατηγορῆται, ἢ τὸ μὲν ἀπαρνῆται τὸ δὲ κατ- 
ηγορῆται, τὸ ἔσχατον οὕτω γὰρ εἶχεν ἐν ἑκάστω 
σχήματι τὸ μέσον ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐὰν μὴ καθόλου 
WoW at προτάσεις O γὰρ αὐτὸς διορισμὸς τοῦ 
μέσου φανερὸν οὖν ὡς ἐν ὦ λόγω μὴ λέγεται 
ταὐτὸ πλεονάκις, ὅτι οὐ γίγνεται συλλογισμός οὐ 
10 γὰρ είληπται μέσον ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἔχομεν ποῖον ἐν ἐκά- 
OTW σχήματι περαίνεται τῶν προβλημάτων, καὶ 
ἐν τίνι τὸ καθόλου καὶ ἐν ποίω τὸ ἐν μέρει, φανερὸν 





Φ 20 Ὁ 35, 26 b 36, 98 ἃ 12 
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47 b ς > 3 ° ‘ , , 5} 
ὡς οὐκ εἰς ἅπαντα τὰ σχήματα βλεπτέον, ἀλλ 


ἑκάστου προβλήματος εἰς τὸ οἰκεῖον ὅσα δ᾽ ἐν 
πλείοσι περαίνεται, TH τοῦ μέσου θέσει γνωριοῦμεν 
τὸ σχῆμα 

15 XXXII Πολλάκις μὲν οὖν ἀπατᾶσθαι oupBaiver 
περὶ τοὺς συλλογισμοὺς διὰ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον, ὥσπερ 
είρηται πρότερον, ἐνίοτε δὲ παρὰ τὴν ὁμοιότητα 
τῆς τῶν ὅρων θέσεως ὅπερ οὐ χρὴ λανθάνειν ἡμᾶς 
οἷον εἰ τὸ A κατὰ τοῦ Β λέγεται καὶ τὸ Β κατὰ τοῦ 
I’ δόξειε γὰρ av οὕτως ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων εἶναι 

90 συλλογισμός, οὐ γίγνεται δ᾽ ovr’ ἀναγκαῖον οὐδὲν 
οὔτε συλλογισμός ἔστω γὰρ ἐφ᾽ ὦ A τὸ ἀεὶ εἶναι, 
ep ὦ δὲ B διανοητὸς ᾿Αριστομένης, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ Τ' 
᾿Αριστομένης ἀληθὲς δὴ τὸ Ara Β ὑπάρχειν ἀεὶ 
γάρ ἐστι διανοητὸς ᾿Αριστομένης ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ Β 

τῷ Τ' ὁ γὰρ ᾿Αριστομένης ἐστὶ διανοητὸς ᾿Αρι- 
στομένης τὸ δ᾽ Αὐτῷ Γ οὐχ ὑπάρχει, φθαρτὸς γάρ 
ἐστιν ὃ ἐΑριστομ νης οὐ yap* ἐγίγνετο συλλο- 
γισμὸς οὕτως ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων, ἀλλ᾽ ἔδει καθόλου 
τὴν ΑΒ ληφθῆναι πρότασιν τοῦτο δὲ ψεῦδος, τὸ 
ἀξιοῦν πάντα τὸν διανοητὸν ᾿Αριστομένην ἀεὶ εἶναι, 
φθαρτοῦ ὄντος ᾿Αριστομένους 

8). []άλιν ἔστω τὸ μὲν ἐφ᾽ ὦ Τ' Μίκκαλος, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ 
ῶΒ μουσικὸς Μίκκαλος, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ τὸ A τὸ φθείρε- 
σθαι αὔριον ἀληθὲς δὴ τὸ Β τοῦ Τὶ κατηγορεῖν. 
ὁ γὰρ Μίκκαλός ἐστι μουσικὸς Μίκκαλος ἀλλὰ καὶ 
τὸ A τοῦ Β φθείρουτο γὰρ ἂν αὔριον μουσικὸς Mik- 


1 οὐ yap] ovx apa n, Behhen 





47a 31 > 26a 30 

6.448. cease to be cultured The example is unhappily 
chosen, since ‘cultured Miccalus’ is a narrower term than 
‘Miccalus’ unqualified, and therefore cannot properly stand 
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we should not take all the figures mto account at any 
given time, but only the figme proper to the proposi- 
tion in question Where the proposition can be 
proved in more than one figure, we shall identify 
the figure by the position of the middle term 

XXXIII Τὸ often happens, then, as we have Some argu 
already said,* that we are misled in our consideration mone ἀϑὲ 
of syllogisms by the sequence of a necessary con- syllogisms, 
clusion, but we are also sometimes misled—a fact See aah 
which must not be overlooked—as the result of a to beso 
sumilar arrangement of teims, e g, 1f A 1s predicated 
of B and Bof C For 1t would seem that with this 
relation of terms there 1s a syllogism, although no 
necessary consequence or syllogism results Let A 
stand for ‘ always existing,’ B for “ Aristomenes as an 
object of thought’ and C for A1uistomenes Then it 
1s tiue that A apples to B, because Aristomenes as an 
object of thought always exists But B also applies 
to C, because Aristomenes is Aristomenes as an 
object of thought Yet A does not apply to C, 
because Aristomenes 1s perishable For no syllo- 
gism 15 produced, as we saw,’ by the above combina- 
tion of terms , to produce a syllogism the premiss AB 
ought to have been taken universally But itis false 
to postulate that all Amstomenes as an object of 
thought always exists, sce Aristomenes 1s perishable 

Again, let C stand for Miccalus, B for ᾿ cultued 
Miccalus ᾿ and A foi ‘ perishing to-morrow’ Then 1t 
is tiue to predicate B of C, because Miccalus 15 
cultured Miccalus But it 1s also true to predicate 
A of B, for cultured Miccalus may perish to-morrow ° 


as a middle Inthe previous example ‘ Aristomenes as an 
object of thought,’ being a kind of universal, 1s a legitimate 
middle 
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47b 
85 καλος τὸ δέ γε A τοῦ Τ' ψεῦδος τοῦτο δὴ ταὐτόν 


ἐστι τῶ πρότερον οὐ γὰρ ἀληθὲς καθόλου Mix- 
καλος μουσικὸς ὅτι φθείρεται αὔριον τούτου δὲ μὴ 
ληφθέντος οὐκ ἣν συλλογισμός 
Αὕτη μὲν οὖν ἡ ἀπάτη γίγνεται ἐν τῶ παρὰ 
μικρόν ὡς γὰρ οὐδὲν διαφέρον εἰπεῖν τόδε τῶδε 
40 ὑπάρχειν ἡ τόδε τῶδε παντὶ ὑπάρχειν συγχωροῦμεν 
48 ἃ XXXIV Πολλάκις δὲ διαψεύδεσθαι, συμπεσεῖ- 
ται παρὰ τὸ μὴ καλῶς ἐκτίθεσθαι τοὺς κατὰ τὴν 
πρότασιν ὅρους, οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν A ein ὑγίεια, τὸ 
δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ῷ B νόσος, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ I’ ἄνθρωπος ἀληθὲς 
γὰρ εἰπεῖν ὅτι τὸ Α οὐδενὶ τῷ Β ἐνδέχεται ὑ ὑπάρχειν 
5 (οὐδεμιᾶ γὰρ νόσω ὑγίεια ὑπάρχει), καὶ πάλιν ὅτι 
τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ T ὑπάρχει (πᾶς γὰρ ἄνθρωπος 
δεκτικὸς νόσου δόξειεν ἂν οὖν συμβαίνειν μηδενὶ 
ἀνθρώπω ἐνδέχεσθαι ὑγίειαν ὑπάρχειν τούτου δ 
αἴτιον τὸ μὴ καλῶς ἐκκεῖσθαι τοὺς ὄρους κατὰ τὴν 
10 λέξιν, ἐ ἐπεὶ μεταληφθέντων τῶν κατὰ τὰς έξεις οὐκ 
ἔσται συλλογισμός, οἷον ἀντὶ μὲν τῆς ὑγιείας εἰ 
τεθείη τὸ ὑγιαῖνον, ἀντὶ δὲ τῆς νόσου τὸ νοσοῦν 
οὐ γὰρ ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν ὡς οὐκ ἐνδέχεται τῷ νοσοῦντι 
τὸ ὑγιαίνειν ὑπάρξαι τούτου δὲ μὴ ληφθέντος οὐ 
γίγνεται συλλογισμός, εἰ μὴ τοῦ ἐνδέχεσθαι τοῦτο 
16 δ᾽ οὐκ ἀδύνατον ἐνδέχεται γὰρ μηδενὶ ἀνθρώπω 
ὑπάρχειν ὑγίειαν 
Πάλιν ἐπὶ τοῦ μέσου σχήματος ὁμοίως ἔσται τὸ 
ψεῦδος τὴν γὰρ ὑγίειαν νόσω μὲν οὐδεμιᾶ ἀνθρώπω 
δὲ παντὶ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν, ὥστ᾽ οὐδενὶ ἀνθρώπω 


α 96 a 80 
> This should strictly be a problematic premuiss 
¢ The reading νοσὸν implies an apodeictic conclusion 
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But it 15 false to predicate A of C Thus the case 1s 
the same as before, because it is not universally true 
of cultmed Miccalus that he perishes to-morrow, 
and unless this is assumed there 1s, as we saw,? no 
syllogism 
This mistake, then, has its origin 1n a slight dis- 
tinction , for we assent to the argument as though 
there were no difference between the statements 
‘this apphes to that ’ and ‘ this applies to all of that’ 
XXXIV It will often happen, however, that we Fallacies 
are entirely misled through failure to set out the fee ee 
terms properly in the premiss eg, supposing that ting out of 
A 1s ‘ health,’ B ‘disease and C ‘man’ Foritis οι 
true to say that A cannot apply to any B (since health 
apples to no disease) and again that B applies to all 
C(since every man 15 lable to disease) ὃ Thusit would 
seem to follow that health cannot apply to any man 
The reason of this 1s that the terms are not properly 
expiessed in the proposition, since if we substitute 
for the respective states the objects corresponding 
to them, there will be no syllogism , I mean supposing 
that ‘ the healthy ’ 1s posited stead of “ health,’ and 
‘the diseased ’ instead of ‘disease’ For it is not 
true to say that being healthy cannot apply at any 
time to the diseased , but if this is not assumed, no 
syllogism results, except of the problematic type 
This 1s not impossible, since health may apply to 
no man 
Again, in the middle figure the fallacy will occur 
inasimilar form health cannot apply to any disease, 
but may apply to every man, hence disease does not ὃ 


cannot apply ’ This 1s inconsistent with Aristotle’s doctrine 
in38a13ff ἘΠΕῚ it 15 a careless mistake, or we should 
read vocos 
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48 2 ; 1 3 \ on ’ , 8 i > ὃ “ 
νόσον ἐν δὲ τῷ τρίτω σχήματι κατὰ τὸ ἐνδέχεσθαι 
“- A A ¢€ , \ 
συμβαίνει τὸ ψεῦδος καὶ yap ὑγίειαν καὶ νόσον, 
A ,ὔ \ 3 
20 καὶ ἐπιστήμην Kal ἄγνοιαν, καὶ ὅλως τὰ ἐναντία 
nm on 9 7 3 > 7 
τῶ αὐτῶ ἐνδέχεται ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλήλοις δ᾽ ἀδύνατον 
~ “ 7 
τοῦτο δ᾽ ἀνομολογούμενον τοῖς προειρημένοις ὅτε 
κι os / 3 
γὰρ τῶ αὐτῶ πλείω ἐνεδέχετο ὑπάρχειν, ἐνεδέχετο 
καὶ ἀλλήλοις 
“ “ 
Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἐν ἅπασι τούτοις ἡ ἀπάτη 
~ 7 
25 γίγνεται παρὰ τὴν τῶν ὅρων ἔκθεσιν μεταληφ- 
“ i“ A ’ 
θέντων γὰρ τῶν κατὰ τὰς ἕξεις οὐδὲν γίγνεται 
- Fol [αν \ 7 
ψεῦδος δῆλον οὖν ὅτι κατὰ τὰς τοιαύτας προ- 
ἃ “ο ω 
τάσεις ἀεὶ τὸ κατὰ τὴν έξιν ἀντὶ τῆς ἕξεως μετα- 
ληπτέον καὶ θετέον opov 
XXKV Οὐ δεῖ δὲ τοὺς ὅρους ἀεὶ ζητεῖν ὀνό- 
% ) / 4 2 / 
go ματι ἐκτίθεσθαι πολλάκις yap ἔσονται λόγοι οἷς 
~ A > 
οὐ κεῖται ὄνομα διὸ χαλεπὸν ἀνάγειν τοὺς 
\ \ ~ 
τοιούτους συλλογισμούς ἐνίοτε δὲ καὶ ἀπατᾶσθαι 
συμβήσεται διὰ τὴν τοιαύτην ζήτησιν, οἷον ὅτι τῶν 
9 / 2 A / ” A / 3 / \ 
ἀμέσων ἐστὶ συλλογισμός ἔστω τὸ A δύο ὀρθαί, τὸ 
ἐφ᾽ ὦ Β τρίγωνον, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ Γ' ἰσοσκελές τῶ μὲν 
οὖν Τ' ὑπάρχει τὸ A διὰ τὸ Β, τῷ δὲ Β οὐκέτι δι᾽ 
# 3 ξ A \ \ , ” - 2 , 
ἄλλο Kal? αὑτὸ yap τὸ τρίγωνον ἔχει δύο ὀρθάς, 
[2 3 + ¥ 7 can 9 om  ῃψ᾿ 
ὥστ᾽ οὐκ ἔσται μέσον τοῦ ΑΒ ἀποδεικτοῦ ὄντος 
φανερὸν γὰρ ὅτι τὸ μέσον οὐχ οὕτως ἀεὶ ληπτέον 
e / 3 > 3 - ? cP [4 > A 
ὡς τόδε TL, ἀλλ᾽ ἐνίοτε λόγον, ὅπερ συμβαίνει κἀπὶ 
τοῦ λεχθέντος 
ao XXXVI Τὸ δὲ ὑπάρχειν τὸ πρῶτον τῷ μέσω 


8 


σι 


1 an vooos? 





α Cf 39 a 14-19 
> 4e represent them by single words 
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apply to any man In the third figure, howeve1, the 
fallacy results in respect of possibility , for health 
and disease, knowledge and ignorance, and in general 
any pair of contraries may apply to the same object, 
but 1t 1s umpossible that they should apply to one 
another But this is inconsistent with what we said 
above,® for 1t was laid down that when several things 
may apply to the same thing they may apply also 
to one another 

Thus 1t 1s evident that in all these cases the error 
arises from the setting out of the terms, for when 
we substitute for the states the objects corresponding 
to them, no fallacy results Thus it 1s clear that in 
such premisses as these we must always substitute ἔοι 
a given state the object which 1s in that state, and 

osit this as our term 

XXXV We should not always attempt to set out Terms can 
the terms by name, because we shall often have oe 
expressions for which there is no accepted name ma eee 
(Hence 1t 1s difficult to reduce syllogisms of this kind ) ἦν 
Sometimes it will happen that we are actually misled 
as the result of such an attempt, eg, so as to sup- 
pose that there can be a syllogism of propositions 
which have no middle team Let A stand for ‘ two 
right angles,’ B for " triangle ’ and C for ‘ isosceles ’ 
Then A applies to C because of B, but 1t 1s not be- 
cause of any other term that A apples to B, for the 
tnangle of itself contains two nght angles, so that 
there will be no middle term of the proposition AB 
although it is demonstrable For 1t 1s evident that 
the middle term 1s not always to be taken as an indi- 
vidual thing, but sometimes as a formula , as happens 
in the example just quoted 

XXXVI We must not assume that the first term 


373 


ARISTOTLE 


48 8 A ~ ἴω 7, 2 “a / e@ > A 
καὶ τοῦτο τῶ ἄκρω οὐ δεῖ λαμβάνειν ὡς ἀεὶ κατ- 


/ > ? \ ε / 7 ~ 
48 b ηγορηθησομένων ἀλλήλων ἡ ὁμοίως TO TE πρῶτον 
~ o ~ > / ‘ >, A on 
τοῦ μέσου καὶ τοῦτο τοῦ ἐσχάτου (καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ 
Ἁ ς / > e / Ἰλλ᾽ ¢ ~ Α “ 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν δ᾽ ὡσαύτως) ἀλλ᾽ ὁσαχῶς τὸ εἰναι 
“ \ “Ὁ 
λέγεται καὶ τὸ ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν αὐτὸ τοῦτο, τοσαυ- 
~ ‘\ 4 τ 7 “ 
ταχῶς οἴεσθαι χρὴ onpaivew καὶ TO ὑπάρχειν oLov 
o 3 ᾽ὔ / \ A 
5 OTL τῶν ἐναντίων ἐστὶ μία ἐπιστήμη ἔστω yap TO 
\ / ων 3 [4 \ > / LAA AD 
A τὸ μίαν εἶναι ἐπιστήμην, τὰ ἐναντία ἀλλήλοις 
-“ ἐς ¢ . 9 
ἐφ᾽ ov B τὸ δὴ A τῶ Β ὑπάρχει οὐχ ws τὰ ἐναντία 
‘ ͵ > > κ᾿ 2 2 tA? Ψ LA θὲ 
τὸ μίαν εἶναι αὐτῶν ἐπιστήμην, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι ἀληθὲς 
“ “-- ~ 3 7 
εἰπεῖν κατ᾽ αὐτῶν μίαν εἶναι αὐτῶν ἐπιστήμην 
,ὔ 3 φν \ > \ lay f \ “ 
10 Συμβαίνει δ᾽ ὁτὲ μὲν ἐπὶ τοῦ μέσου τὸ πρῶτον 
λέ θ A δὲ / > A ~ , Ἁ λέ θ 
έγεσθαι τὸ δὲ μέσον ἐπὶ τοῦ τρίτου μὴ λέγεσθαι, 
ee 3 “ a QQ? > ~ 3 
οἷον εἰ ἡ σοφία ἐστὶν ἐπιστήμη, τοῦ δ᾽ ἀγαθοῦ ἐστὶν 
/ - 3 “-Ψ. 
ἡ σοφία [ἐπιστήμη], συμπέρασμα ort τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ 
\ U4 
ἐστιν ἐπιστήμη τὸ μὲν δὴ ἀγαθὸν οὐκ ἔστιν ἐπι- 
7 ξ A / 3 \ 3 / ¢ 4 δὲ 4 4 
1s στήμη, ἡ δὲ σοφία ἐστὶν ἐπιστήμη ὁτὲ δὲ TO μὲν 
> “A \ “~ 
μέσον ἐπὶ τοῦ τρίτου λέγεται, TO δὲ πρῶτον ἐπὶ 
τοῦ μέσου οὐ λέγεται οἷον εἰ τοῦ ποιοῦ παντὸς 
” 9 / \ 3 ; 4 5 > \ \ > 
ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη ἡ ἐναντίου, τὸ δ᾽ ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἐναν- 
τίον καὶ ποιόν, συμπέρασμα μὲν ὅτι τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ 
Μ 3 
ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη, οὐκ ἔστι δὲ τὸ ἀγαθὸν ἐπιστήμη 
δὲ A \ ᾽δὲ \ 3 ,ὔ Ἰλλὰ \ 3 θὸ 
οὐδὲ τὸ ποιὸν οὐδὲ τὸ ἐναντίον, ἀλλὰ τὸ ἀγαθὸν 
lan ld ~ ~ 
0 ταῦτα ἔστι δὲ ὅτε μήτε TO πρῶτον κατὰ τοῦ 
/ ? ~ σὰν ~ 
μέσου μήτε τοῦτο κατὰ τοῦ τρίτου, τοῦ πρώτου 
Ἁ ΄- , 
κατὰ τοῦ τρίτου ὁτὲ μὲν λεγομένου ὁτὲ δὲ μὴ 
; A mn) 
λεγομένου ovov εἰ ov ἐπιστήμη ἐστιν, ἐστι τούτου 
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apples to the middle and the middle to the extreme 
in the sense that they will always be predicated of 
one another or that the first term will be predicated 
of the middle in the same way as the middle 1s pre- 
dicated of the last (the same caution applies also to 
negative predication) We must suppose that the 
expression ‘ to apply ᾿ has as many different senses as 
there are senses in which we say that a thing 2s, or 
that 1t 1s true to say that itis Take, eg, the state- 
ment that there 1s one science of contraries® Let A 
stand for ‘ there being one science,’ and B for ‘ things 
contrary to one another’ Then A applies to B, not 
in the sense that the contrauies are ‘ there being one 
science ’ of them, but in the sense that it 1s true to 
state of them that there 1s one science of them 

It happens sometimes that the first term 1s stated 
of the middle, but the middle 15 not stated of the 
third term , eg ,1f wisdom 1s knowledge, and wisdom 
is concerned with the good, the conclusion 15 that 
knowledge is conceined with the good Then the 
good is not knowledge, although wisdom 1s knowledge 
Sometimes the middle term 1s stated of the third, but 
the fist 1s not stated of the middle, eg ,1f theres a 
science of every quality or contrary, and good 1s both 
a contrary and a quality, the conclusion 1s that there 
is a science of the good , but the good 1s not science, 
nor 1s the quality o1 the contrary, although the good 
is a quality and a contrary Sometimes neither the 
fist term 15 stated of the middle nor the middle of 
the third, while the first 1s sometimes stated of the 
third and sometimes not Eg, if there is a genus of 


ὦ 2. 9. minor term 
δ... 4 that both membeis of any given pair of contraries 
(eg health and disease) are studied by the same science 
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48 b 7 “- > 3 ~ > ? / 
γένος, τοῦ δ᾽ ἀγαθοῦ ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη, avptrépao; 


a ~ 3 ~ of V4 - 3 5 
ὅτι τοῦ ἀγαθοῦ ἔστι γένος κατηγορεῖται δ᾽ ove 
~ 2 
85 κατ᾽ οὐδενός εἰ δ᾽ οὔ ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη, ya 
ἐστὶ τοῦτο, τοῦ δ᾽ ἀγαθοῦ ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη, συμτ 
ρασμα ὅτι τἀγαθὸν ἐστι γένος κατὰ μὲν δὴ 7 
ἄκρου κατηγορεῖται τὸ πρῶτον, κατ᾽ ἀλλήλων δ᾽ 
λέγεται 
Τὸ > " δὲ 4 \ 3 ἃ “ 4 e 4 
dv αὐτὸν δὴ τρόπον καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχ 
A 
ληπτέον οὐ yap ἀεὶ σημαίνει TO μὴ ὑπάρχειν τι 
~ 3 
80 τῶδε μὴ εἶναι τόδε τόδε, ἀλλ᾽ ἐνίοτε τὸ μὴ εἶ 
,ὔ ΄ι “\ / “~ “ ,ὔ 3 »᾿» 2 
τόδε τοῦδε ἢ τόδε τῶδε, Otov ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι κινήσε 
ε ~ 3 
κίνησις ἡ γενέσεως γένεσις, ἡδονῆς δ᾽ ἔστιν ς 
,ὔ ἐ e 4 , a\ λ id / \ » 
dpa ἡ ἡδονὴ γένεσις ἢ πάλιν ὅτι γέλωτος μὲν € 
“- ΄ f κι 
σημεῖον, σημείου δὲ οὐκ ἔστι σημεῖον, ὥστ᾽ 
A ¢ Zn ¢ 7 δὲ bd “ IAA 
σημεῖον 6 γέλως ὁμοίως δὲ κἀν τοῖς άλλοις 
Wa 3 “a \ ? ran / / 
86 ὅσοις ἀναιρεῖται TO πρόβλημα TH λέγεσθαί 7 
πρὸς αὐτὸ τὸ γένος πάλιν ὅτι ὁ καιρὸς οὐκ ἐ 
“, A 4 
χρόνος δέων fed yap καιρὸς μὲν ἔστι, χρόνος 
5 ? ὃ 7 ὃ ‘ \ δὲ > θ ~ 3 aN 
οὐκ ἐστι δέων διὰ TO μηδὲν εἶναι Fed ὠφέλιμ 
ὅρους μὲν γὰρ θετέον καιρὸν καὶ χρόνον δέοντα 
θεόν, τὴν δὲ πρότασιν ληπτέον κατὰ τὴν τοῦ ς 
~ € “~ on 
ὁ μᾶτος πτῶσιν ἁπλῶς yap τοῦτο λέγομεν κι 
> 
πάντων, OTL TOUS μὲν ὅρους ἀεὶ θετέον κατὰ 
“᾿ 3 ad », 4 3 
κλήσεις τῶν ὀνομάτων, οἷον ἄνθρωπος ἡ ayabe 
49a ἐναντία, οὐκ ἀνθρώπου ἢ ἀγαθοῦ ἢ ἐναντίων, 
δὲ προτάσεις ληπτέον κατὰ τὰς ἑκάστου πτώο 
͵ A 
ἢ yap ὅτι τούτῳ, οἷον τὸ ἴσον, ἢ ὅτι τούτου, « 
4 “ “se “ “Ὁ \ / “NN e 
τὸ διπλάσιον, ἢ ὅτι τοῦτο, οἷον τὸ τύπτον ἢ Of 
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that of which there 1s a science, and there 1s a science 
of the good, the conclusion 15 that there 1s a genus of 
the good, yet nothing is predicated of anything 
But if that of which there is a science is a genus, and 
if there is a science of the good, the conclusion 1s 
that the goodis a genus ‘Thus the first 1s predicatcd 
of the extreme term, but the terms are not predicated 
of one another in the premuisses 

The same must be understood to apply to negative 
predication , for “X does not apply to Y’ does not 
always mean‘ X1s not Y * but sometimes ‘ there 1s no 
X of Y’ or‘ for Y’ Take, for instance, the statement 
‘ there 15 no motion of motion or generation of genera- 
tion, but there 1s generation of pleasure , therefore 
pleasure 15 not geneiation’ Or again ‘ there is a sign 
of laughter, but there 1s no sign of a sign, hence 
laughter is notasign Simularly too in all other cases 
m which the proposition 15 1efuted by stating the 
genus in a ceitain relation to the terms of the pio- 
position Again, there 15 the argument that oppor- 
tunity 1s not the right time , for opportunity belongs 
to God, but the right time does not, because nothing 
is convenient to God We must posit as terms * oppoi- 
tunity ’ and ἡ nght time ’ and ΄ God,’ but the premiss 
must be understood according to the case of the noun 
For we maintain as a general rule which apples with- 
out exception to all examples that whereas the terms 
must always be posited in the nominative case (6 g , 
‘man’ or ‘good or ‘ contraries,’ not ‘ of man’ or 
‘of good ’ or οὗ contiaries ἢ. the premisses must be 
understood in accordance with the case of each term 
either in the dative, eg, ‘ equal to this,’ or in the 
genitive, eg, ‘ double of this,’ or τῷ the accusative, 
eg, ‘that which strikes or sees this,’ or i the 


VOL I N 377 


ARISTOTLE 


49a. 
57) ὅτι οὗτος, οἷον ὁ ἄνθρωπος ζῶον, ἡ ἡ εἴ πως ἄλλως 


πίπτει τοὔνομα κατὰ τὴν πρότασιν 
XXXVII Τὸ δ᾽ ὑπάρχειν τόδε τῶδε καὶ τὸ 
iA 8 7 ὃ Ἁ δὸ o~ λ / 
adn εύεσθαι τόδε κατὰ τοῦδε τοσαυταχῶς ληπτέον 
ὁσαχῶς αἱ κατηγορίαι διήρηνται, καὶ ταύτας ἡ πῇ 
ἡ ἁπλῶς, ἔ ἔτι ἁπλᾶς 1 7 συμπεπλεγμένας ὁμοίως δὲ 
τὸ καὶ τὸ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ἐπισκεπτέον δὲ ταῦτα καὶ 
διοριστέον βέλτιον 
XXXVIII Τὸ δ᾽ ἐπαναδιπλούμενον ἐν ταῖς προ- 
τάσεσι πρὸς τῶ πρώτω ἀκρω θετέον, οὐ πρὸς TA 
μέσω λέγω δ᾽ οἷον εἰ γένοιτο συλλογισμὸς ὅτι 
“- ;, ‘\ ¢@ 
τῆς δικαιοσύνης ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη ὅτι ἀγαθόν, τὸ ὅτι 
“~ “~ ᾽ 
16 ἀγαθὸν ἡ ἢ ἀγαθὸν πρὸς τῶ πρώτω θετέον ἔστω 
\ A A 3 7 , 3 θ ὔ 3919 “ δὲ Β 3 θό 
γὰρ τὸ Α ἐπιστήμη ὅτι ἀγαθόν, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ Β ἀγαθόν, 
ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ Τ' δικαιοσύνη τὸ δὴ A ἀληθὲς τοῦ B 
-ΟἯ “~ ~ > , 7 
κατηγορῆσαι, τοῦ γὰρ ἀγαθοῦ ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη ort 
> / > ‘ \ \ “. ἐ Ν ὃ / 
ἀγαθόν ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ B τοῦ 1", ἡ yap δικαιοσύνη 
ὅπερ ἀγαθόν ούτω μὲν οὖν γίγνεται ἀνάλυσις 
3 A \ “ [4 4 ? > 4 ? ” 
90 εἰ δὲ πρὸς TH Β τεθείη τὸ ὅτι ἀγαθόν, οὐκ ἔσται 
τὸ μὲν yap A κατὰ τοῦ B ἀληθὲς ἔσται, τὸ δὲ Β 
A ~ 3 3 Ἁ ¥ A 4 3 Α , 
κατὰ τοῦ Τ' οὐκ ἀληθὲς ἔσται τὸ γὰρ ἀγαθὸν ὅτι 
ἀγαθὸν κατηγορεῖν τῆς δικαιοσύνης ψεῦδος καὶ οὐ 
συνετόν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ ὑγιεινὸν δειχθείη ὅτι 
ἔστιν ἐπιστητὸν ἢ ἀγαθόν, 7 τραγέλαφος" ἧ μὴ 
20 ὄν, ἢ ἄνθρωπος φθαρτὸν ἧ αἰσθητόν ἐν ἅπασι γὰρ 


1 τραγέλαφος δοξαστον Β"α3 





α Literally ‘goat-deer’, a conventional example cf 
fabulous animal Cf Plato, Republic 488 a, Aristophanes, 
Frogs 937 


> 2é 1t1s known not to exist This seems to be the true 
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nominative, eg,‘ manis an animal’, or in any other 
way in which the noun occurs in the premiss 

XXXVII The statements that X apples to Y and 
that X 15 true of Y must be understood mm as many 
different senses as there are distinct categories , and 
the categoiles must be taken either m a particular 
or in an unqualified sense, and further as either 
simple or compound Simularly too with negative 
attribution These points, however, call for further 
consideration and more adequate analysis 

XXXVIITI Any term which is duplicated in the 
premisses should be attached to the first extreme and 
not to the middle I mean, eg, that supposing we 
should have a syllogism to the effect that ‘ there 1s 
Lnowledge of probity that it 1s good,’ the expression 
“that 1t 1s good ᾿ or ΄ qua good’ should be attached 
to the first term Let A stand for ‘ knowledge that 
it 1s good,’ B for ‘ good’ and C for ‘ probity’ Then 
it is true to predicate A of B, for there is knowledge 
of good that 1t 1s good = But 1t 1s also true to predi- 
cate B of C, for probity 15 identical with one form 
of good = Thus in this way an analysis can be effected 
Supposing, however, that the expression ‘ that it 1s 
good’ be attached to B, there will be no analysis , 
for A will be true of B, but B will not be true of C, 
since to predicate of probity that 1t 1s good that 
it 1s good is false and unimtelhgible Similaily 
too supposing that 1t be proved that the healthy 
1s gua good an object of knowledge, or that a unicoin @ 
is gua non-existent an object of hnowledge,? or that 
a man is qua perceptible perishable, for im all 


meaning δοξαστον, ‘as imaginary ᾿ makes good sense, but 
it has very little authority, and I have followed Waitz and 
Jenkinson in rejecting it 
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τοῖς ἐπικατηγορουμένοις πρὸς TH ἄκρω τὴν ἐπανα- 
“ / 
δίπλωσιν θετέον 
Οὐχ ἡ αὐτὴ δὲ θέσις τῶν ὅρων ὅταν ἁπλῶς τι 
“»-ἅ m AN 
συλλογισθῇ καὶ ὅταν τόδε τι ἡ πῇ ἡ πώς, λέγω δ᾽ 


ra , 5 6c Ε A ὃ 67 \ v 
OLOV OTAYV TAYG OV ETLOTTTOV ELY 7) και OTQV 


2 ‘ye 3 t >\\? > \ ¢ a 3 
80 ἐπιστητὸν᾽ ὅτι ἀγαθόν ἀλλ᾽ εἰ μὲν ἁπλῶς ἐπι- 


85 


4 7 ’ / \ ; 3 ὃ᾽ ? 
στητὸν δέδεικται, μέσον θετέον τὸ ov, εἰ ὅτι 
> ΄ \ \ + , Ν \ Ἁ 2 ; 
ἀγαθόν, τὸ τὶ ὄδ ἔστω yap τὸ μὲν A ἐπιστήμη 
ὅτι τὲ Ov, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ Β ὃν τι, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ wT ἀγαθόν 
ἀληθὲς δὴ τὸ Α τοῦ Β κατηγορεῖν, ἣν γὰρ ἐπιστήμη 

-- \ f 7 1 ” > \ \ 4 ~ 
τοῦ τινὸς ὄντος ὅτι TL ὄν ἀλλὰ καὶ TO B τοῦ T, 
τὸ γὰρ ἐφ᾽ ὦ Τ' ὄν τι ὥστε καὶ τὸ α τοῦ Τ' ἔσται 
+ 3 7 3 θ ~ 3 θ / o™ \ 4 A \ 
dpa ἐπιστήμη τἀγαθοῦ ὅτι ἀγαθόν ἣν yap τὸ τὶ ov 

μὰν 0. ~ 9. 2 > δὲ 4, oN 7 2 
τῆς ἰδίου σημεῖον οὐσίας εἰ δὲ τὸ ὃν μέσον ἐτέθη 

\ \ ~ ? , on ¢ “~ 4 \ ᾿ 1 oa" 
Kal πρὸς τῷ akpw τὸ ὃν ἁπλῶς καὶ μὴ τὸ TL ὃν 
> / 3 av ὍΝ 4 Ὁ 3) 3 7 
ἐλέχθη, οὐκ ἂν ἣν συλλογισμὸς ὅτι ἔστιν ἐπιστήμη 


τἀγαθοῦ ὅτι ἀγαθόν, ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι ὄν, οἷον ἐφ᾽ ᾧ TOA 


49b ἐπιστήμη ὅτι ov, ἐφ᾽ ὦ B ὄν, ἐφ᾽ ᾧ Τ' ἀγαθόν 


φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἐν τοῖς ἐν μέρει συλλογισμοῖς 
οὕτως ληπτέον τοὺς ὅρους 

XXXIX Δεῖ δὲ καὶ μεταλαμβάνειν ἃ τὸ αὐτὸ 
ὃ “ 2. ἡ 3 3 3 , A ? 5 \ 
ύναται, ὀνόματα ἀντ᾽ ὀνομάτων καὶ λόγους ἀντὶ 


1 emornrov r.codd om Boethius, Waitz 
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instances of supplementary predication the reduph- 
cation must be attached to the extreme ὦ term 

The arrangement of terms 1s not the same when a 
syllogism 1s proved without qualification and when 
the proof relates to a particular thing or sense or 
condition, I mean, eg, when the good 1s proved 
to be an object of knowledge and when it 1s proved 
to be an object of knowledge that itis good If it 
is proved to be the former, we must posit as the 
middle term ‘ that which is’, if to be the latter, 
with the qualification ‘ that 1t 1s good,’ we must posit 
as the middle ‘that which 1s something’ Let A 
stand for ‘knowledge that 1t 1s something,’ B for 
‘that which is somethmg and C for ‘good’ Then 
it is true to predicate A of B, for ex hypothes: there 1s 
knowledge of something that 1t 1s something But 
it is also true to predicate B of C, for that which C 
represents 1s something Hence 1t 15 also true to 
predicate AofC Therefore there will be hnowledge 
of the good that 1t1s good , for ex hypothest the expres- 
sion ‘ that which 1s something ’ refers to the thing's 
particular form ofbemng Butifwe had posited ‘ that 
which 1s ’ as the middle teim, and had connected in 
a proposition with the extreme term the unqualified 
expression ‘ that which is’ instead of ‘ that which 1s 
something,’ there would have been no syllogism 
proving that there 1s knowledge of the good that 1t 1s 
good, but only that 1t 1s,—eg,1f A had stood for 
‘knowledge that 1t 1s,’ B for ‘ that which 1s,’ and C for 
‘good’ Thus it is evident that im syllogisms which 
are thus particularized the terms must be taken m 
this way 

XXXIX We must also substitute equivalents, sub- 
stituting word for word and phrase for phrase, and 
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5 λόγων καὶ ὄνομα καὶ “λόγον, καὶ ἀεὶ ἀντὶ τοῦ λόγου 


τούνομα λαμβάνειν ῥάων γὰρ ἡ τῶν ὅρων ἔκθεσις 
οἷον εἰ μηδὲν διαφέρει εἰπεῖν τὸ ὑποληπτὸν τοῦ 
δοξαστοῦ μὴ εἴναι γένος ἢ μὴ εἶναι ὅπερ ὑποληπτόν 
τι τὸ δοξαστόν (ταὐτὸν γὰρ τὸ σημαινόμενον), ἀντὶ 
τοῦ λόγου τοῦ λεχθέντος τὸ ὑποληπτὸν καὶ τὸ 
δοξαστὸν ὅρους θετέον 

1 ΧΙ, ᾿Επεὶ δ᾽ οὐ ταὐτόν ἐστι τὸ εἶναι τὴν ἡδονὴν 
ἀγαθὸν καὶ τὸ εἶναι τὴν ἡδονὴν τὸ ἀγαθόν, οὐχ 
ὁμοίως θετέον τοὺς ὅρους, ἀλλ᾽ εἰ μέν ἐστιν ὁ 
συλλογισμός ὅτι ἡ ἡδονὴ τἀγαθόν, τἀγαθόν, εἰ 

δ᾽ ὅτι ἀγαθόν, ἀγαθόν οὕτως κἀπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
XLI Οὐκ ἔστι δὲ ταὐτὸν οὐτ᾽ εἶναι οὐτ᾽ εἰπεῖν 
15 ὅτι ὧ τὸ Β ὑπάρχει, τούτω παντὶ τὸ Α ὑπάρχει, 
καὶ τὸ εἰπεῖν τὸ ὦ παντὶ τὸ Β ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ 
A παντὶ ὑπάρχει οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ Β τῶ T 
ὑπάρχειν, μὴ παντὶ δέ οἷον ἔστω τὸ Β καλόν τὸ 

\ la 2 7 ~ € / f 
δὲ I λευκόν εἰ δή λευκῶ τινι ὑπάρχει καλόν, 
2 \ ? “A 4 ~ m~ ¢ / , 3 2 > 
ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν ὅτι TH λευκῶ ὑπάρχει καλόν ἀλλ᾽ οὐ 
2 παντὶ tows εἶ μὲν οὖν τὸ A τῶ Β ὑπάρχει, μὴ 

\ ι 3 “ 4 5 .] \ “- ‘ 

παντὶ δὲ καθ᾽ ov τὸ B, οὔτ᾽ εἰ παντὶ τῶ T' τὸ 
#4 > ? / ¢ / > ; 4 > Ψ 3 
οὔτ᾽ εἰ μόνον ὑπάρχει ἀνάγκη τὸ A, οὐχ ὅτι οὐ 

“ 5 5 3.23 e 7 3 \ ? Su \ ‘ 
παντί, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ ὑπάρχειν εἰ δὲ καθ᾽ ov ἂν τὸ Β 
λέγηται ἀληθῶς τούτω παντὶ ὑπάρχει, συμβήσεται 
25 τὸ A, καθ᾽ ov παντὸς τὸ Β λέγεται, κατὰ τούτου 
παντὸς λέγεσθαι εἰ μέντοι τὸ A λέγεται Kal? ov 

5 A 7 Ὰ , ON / “~ 
ἂν τὸ Β λέγηται κατὰ παντός, οὐδὲν κωλύει τῶ 
ὑπάρχειν τὸ Β, μὴ παντὶ δὲ τὸ A 7 ὅλως μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν ἐν δὴ τοῖς τρισὶν ὅροις δῆλον ὅτι τὸ καθ᾽ 
ov τὸ B, παντὸς τὸ A λέγεσθαι τοῦτ᾽ ἐστι, καθ᾽ 
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interchanging word and phrase, but always prefer- 
ring the word to the phrase, for this makes 1t easier 
tosetouttheterms £ g,1f1tis mmaterial whether 
we say ‘ the conceivable 1s not a genus of the magin- 
able ’ or ‘ the rmaginable 1s not identical with some 
part of the conceivable’ (for the meaning 15 just 
the same), we must posit as terms the conceivable 
and the imaginable in preference to the expression 
which we have quoted 

XL Since the propositions ‘ pleasure 1s a good ’ 
and pleasure 1s the good’ are not identical, the 
terms must not be posited identically in both, but if 
the syllogism 15 to prove the latter we must posit 
‘the good,’ and if the former, ‘ good’ So too in all 
other cases 

ΧΙ It is not the same, either in fact or to say, 
that A applies to all of that to which B applies, and 
that A apples to all of that to all of which B applies , 
for there 1s no reason why B should not apply to C, 
but not to allC Eg, let B stand for ‘ beautiful ’ 
and C for ‘white’ Then if beautiful applies to 
some white thing, it 1s true to say that ‘ beautiful ’ 
applies to “ white,’ but not, presumably, to all‘ white * 
Thus if A applies to B, but not to everything of which 
B is stated, then whether B applies to all C or merely 
applies to C, not only need A not apply to all C, but 
it need not apply to C at all If on the other hand 
A apples to all that of which B 1s truly stated, 1t will 
follow that A 15 stated of everything of all of which 
B 1s stated If, however, A 15 stated* of that of 
all of which B is stated, there 1s no reason why A 
should apply to all C or indeed apply to C at all, 
although B applies to C With regard to these three 
terms, then, 1t 15 clear that ‘ Α 15 stated of all of which 
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49 Ὁ 
80 ὅσων τὸ Β λέγεται, κατὰ πάντων λέγεσθαι καὶ 


τὸ Α καὶ εἰ μὲν κατὰ παντὸς τὸ Β, καὶ τὸ Α 
οὕτως εἰ δὲ μὴ κατὰ παντός, οὐκ ἀνάγκη τὸ Α 
κατὰ παντός 
Οὐ δεῖ δ᾽ οἴεσθαι παρὰ τὸ ἐκτίθεσθαί τι συμ- 
βαίνειν ἅτοπον οὐδὲν γὰρ προσχρώμεθα τῷ τόδε τι 
385 εἶναι, ἀλλ᾽ ὥσπερ ὃ γεωμέτρης τὴν ποδιαίαν καὶ 
ΕΣ τήνδε καὶ ἀπλατῆ εἶναι λέγει οὐκ οὔσας," 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐχ οὕτως χρῆται ὡς ἐκ τούτων συλλογιζό- 
μενος ὅλως γὰρ ὃ μή ἐστιν ὡς ὅλον “πρὸς μέρος 
καὶ ἄλλο “πρὸς τοῦτο ὡς μέρος πρὸς ὅλον, ἐξ 
οὐδενὸς τῶν τοιούτων δείκνυσιν 6 δεικνύων, ὥστε 
boa οὐδὲ γίγνεται συλλογισμός τῶ δ᾽ ἐκτίθεσθαι 
οὕτω χρώμεθα ὥσπερ καὶ τῶ αἰσθάνεσθαι, τὸν 
μανθάνοντα λέγοντες οὐ γὰρ οὕτως ὡς ἄνευ τούτων 
οὐχ οἷόν 7 ἀποδειχθῆναι, ὥσπερ ἐξ ὧν ὁ συλ- 
λογισμός 
5 XLIT Μὴ λανθανέτω δ᾽ ἡμᾶς ote ἐν τῶ αὐτῶ 
συλλογισμῶ οὐχ ἅπαντα τὰ συμπεράσματα δι᾽ ἑνὸς 
σχήματός εἰσιν, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν διὰ τούτου τὸ δὲ δι᾿ 
ἄλλου δῆλον οὖν ὅτι καὶ τὰς ἀναλύσεις οὕτω 
ποιητέον ἐπεὶ δ᾽ οὐ πᾶν πρόβλημα ἐν ἅπαντι 
σχήματι ἀλλ᾽ ἐν ἑκάστω τεταγμένα, φανερὸν ἐκ τοῦ 
10 συμπεράσματος ἐν ᾧ σχήματι ζητητέον 
XLUI Τούς τε πρὸς ὁρισμὸν τῶν λόγων, ὅσοι 
πρὸς ἕν τι τυγχάνουσι διειλεγμένοι. τῶν ἐν τῷ ὅρω, 
πρὸς ὁ διείλεκται θετέον ὅρον, καὶ οὐ τὸν ἅπαντα 
λόγον ἤττον γὰρ συμβήσεται ταράττεσθαι διὰ τὸ 


1 οὖσαν Bdf 
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Bis stated ’ means ‘ A 1s stated of all things of which 
B is stated’ And if Bis stated of all, so too is A, 
but if B 1s not stated of all, A 1s not necessarily stated 
of all 
It must not be supposed that any absurdity results The setting 
from the setting out of terms We do not base our (bof term: 


argument upon the reality of a particular example , iustration, 
we are doing the same as the geometrician who says eee 
that such-and-such a one-foot line or straight line or # 
lme without breadth exists when 1t does not, yet does 
not use his illustrations in the sense that he argues 
from them? For in general unless two things are 
related as whole to part and as part to whole, the man 
who 1s trying to prove something can prove nothing 
from them , and hence no syllogism results On the 
contrary, we (I mean the student) use the setting out 
of terms as one uses sense-peiception , we do not 
use them as though demonstration were impossible 
without these illustrations, as αὖ would be without the 
remusses of a syllogism 

XLII We must not overlook the fact that not all The several 
the conclusions m the same syllogism are effected by acne 
means of one figure, but some by one and some by compound 
anothe: Thus it 1s clear that we must conduct our may be 
analysis accordingly And since not every proposi- τον θα im 
tion 1s proved in every figure, but certain fixed types tgures 
are proved in each, it will be evident fiom the ἔοι τὰ 
of the conclusion in which figure the mquiry should 
be conducted 

XLIII With regard to such arguments as refer Cho ce of 
to a definition, whenever they are directed to prove {78 

’ y p syllogisms 

some one part of the defimtion, that part to which used to | 
the argument 1s directed, and not the whole formula, Ge acon 


should be posited as a term (for so there will be less 
VOL I N 2 385 
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50 a ms 4 > A Φ ” e ς \ ; \ 
1b μῆκος οἷον εἰ TO ὕδωρ ἔδειξεν ὅτι ὑγρὸν ποτόν, τὸ 


4 4 A “ὃ ͵ θ , 
ποτὸν καὶ TO ὕδωρ ὄρους θετέον 
XLIV Ἔτι δὲ τοὺς ἐξ ὑποθέσεως συλλογισμοὺς 
4 » -- 
οὐ πειρατέον ἀνάγειν οὐ γὰρ ἔστιν ἐκ τῶν κειμένων 
ἀνάγεν οὐ γὰρ διὰ συλλογισμοῦ δεδειγμένοι 
; 
εἰσίν, ἀλλὰ διὰ συνθήκης ὡμολογημένοι πάντες 
nw / ~ “A 
20 οἷον εἰ ὑποθέμενος, av δύναμίς Tis μία μὴ ἢ τῶν 
3 
ἐναντίων, μηδ᾽ ἐπιστήμην μίαν εἶναι, εἶτα δια- 
λεχθείη ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι πᾶσα' δύναμις τῶν ἐναντίων, 
οἷον τοῦ ὑγιεινοῦ καὶ τοῦ νοσώδους ἅμα γὰρ ἔσται 
τὸ αὐτὸ ὑγιεινὸν καὶ νοσῶδες ὅτι μὲν οὖν οὐκ 
ἔστι μία πάντων τῶν ἐναντίων δύναμις ἐπιδέ- 
2¢ s> 2 , 3 » 5 , 
δεικται,. ὅτι δ᾽ ἐπιστήμη οὐκ ἔστιν οὐ δέδεικται 
7 ς ~ 3 a“ 3 3 > 3 
25 καίτοι ὁμολογεῖν ἀναγκαῖον ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἐκ συλ- 
ἄν’. τ Ww 9 θέ. ~ \ > 5 
λογισμοῦ, ἀλλ᾽ ἐξ υποθέσεως τοῦτον μὲν οὖν οὐκ 
" 3 na > ᾽ , ὃ , ” @ 
ἔστιν ἀναγαγεῖν, ὅτι δ᾽ οὐ μία δύναμις ἔστιν οὗτος 
‘ ’ ιν > λλ ? 3 “ ὃ᾽ ς 50 
yap tows καὶ ἦν συλλογισμός, ἐκεῖνο δ᾽ ὑπόθεσις 
[1 ᾽; δὲ 4 5. ἡ - ὃ A ΄ 3 ᾽ὔ 
Ομοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου πε- 
80 ραινομένων οὐδὲ γὰρ τούτους οὐκ ἔστιν ἀναλύειν, 
3 A A A > \ 3 ? 3 ‘ 32) 
ἀλλὰ τὴν μὲν εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον ἀπαγωγὴν ἔστι 
λλ Ὁ γὰρ Sei. θά δ᾽ οὐκ ἔ 
(συλλογισμῶ γὰρ δείκνυται), θάτερον δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν 
3 ¢ 4 \ / \ ~ 
ἐξ ὑποθέσεως yap περαίνεται διαφερουσι δὲ τῶν 
, ? σι 
προειρημένων ὅτι ἐν ἐκείνοις μὲν δεῖ προδιομο- 
λ 7 θ 2 AA ,ὔ “ a ~ 
ογήσασθαι εἰ μέλλει συμφήσειν, οἷον ἂν δειχθῆ 
7 ~ 
85 μία δύναμις τῶν ἐναντίων, Kal ἐπιστήμην εἶναι τὴν 
Ἂ 
1 πᾶσα Bie! παντων Al pia ΑΞ3Β508 


2 επιδεδεικται AlBe! αποδεδεικται A2c2dfm 
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hhehhood of confusion due to the length of the term) 
eg, if itis shown that water is diinkable liquid, the 
terms posited should be ‘ drinkable ’ and ‘ wate: ’ 

XLIV Further, we should not attempt to reduce Hypotheti 
hypothetical syllogisms, because xt 1s impossible to Haw cn 
reduce them by proceeding from the premusses laid ποῦ be 

reduced 

down, since they have not been proved by a syllogism, 
but have all been admitted by agieement Eg, 
suppose that, after assuming that unless there 18 
some one potentiality for contiaries there cannot be 
one science of them, you should then argue that not 
every potentiality 15 for contraries, 6 g , for the healthy 
and for the diseased, for 1f there 1s, the same thing 
will be at the same time healthy and diseased then 
it has been shown that there 1s not one potentiality 
for all contraries, but 1t has not been shown that theie 
is not one science It 1s true that the latter must 
necessarily be admitted, but only ex hypothes: and not 
as the result of syllogistic proof The latter argu- 
ment, then, cannot be reduced, but the argument that 
there is not one potentiality can , for presumably this 
actually was a syllogism, whereas the former was a 
hypothesis 

Similaily too in the case of arguments which are 
established per empossbile These too cannot be 
analysed The reduction ad ampossibile can be 
analysed, because 1t 1s proved by a syllogism, but 
the 1est of the argument cannot, because the con- 
clusion 1s drawn from a hypothesis These types 
differ from those deseribed above in that in the former 
if the conclusion 1s to be admitted some preliminary 
argument 1s necessary, eg, that f1t be shown that 
there 1s one potentiahty for contiaries, the science 
which studies them 1s also the same But in these 
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αὐτήν ἐνταῦθα δὲ καὶ μὴ προδιομολογησάμενοι 
συγχωροῦσι διὰ τὸ φανερὸν εἶναι τὸ ψεῦδος, οἷον 
τεθείσης τῆς διαμέτρου συμμέτρου τὸ τὰ περιττὰ 
ἴσα εἶναι τοῖς ἀρτίοις 

“Πολλοὶ δὲ καὶ ἕτεροι περαίνονται ἐξ ὑποθέσεως, 
οὗς ἐπισκέψασθαι δεῖ καὶ διασημῆναι καθαρῶς 
τίνες μὲν οὖν αἱ διαφοραὶ τούτων καὶ ποσαχῶς 
γίγνεται τὸ ἐξ ὑποθέσεως ὕστερον ἐροῦμεν νῦν δὲ 
τοσοῦτον ἡμῖν ἔστω φανερόν, ὅτι οὐκ ἔστιν ἀναλύειν 
εἰς τὰ σχήματα τοὺς τοιούτους συλλογισμούς καὶ 
δι᾿ nv αἰτίαν, εἰρήκαμεν 

XLV Ὅσα δ᾽ ev πλείοσι σχήμασι δείκνυται τῶν 
προβλημάτων, ἣν ἐν θατέρω συλλογισθῆ, ἔστιν 
ἀναγαγεῖν τὸν συλλογισμὸν εἰς θάτερον, οἷον τὸν 
ἐν τῶ πρώτω στερητικὸν εἰς τὸ δεύτερον καὶ τὸν 
ἐν τῶ μέσω εἰς τὸ πρῶτον, οὐχ ἅπαντας δὲ ἀλλ᾽ 
ἐνίους ἔσται δὲ φανερὸν € ἐν τοῖς ἑπομένοις εἰ γὰρ 
τὸ Α μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ 1", τὸ A 
οὐδενὶ τῶ 1 οὕτω μὲν οὖν τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα, ἐὰν 
δ᾽ ἀντιστραφῇ τὸ στερητικόν, τὸ μέσον έσται τὸ 
γὰρ Β τῶ μὲν Α οὐδενὶ τῷ δὲ Τὶ παντὶ ὑπάρχει 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ μὴ καθόλου ἀλλ᾽ ἐν μέρει ὁ συλ- 
λογισμός, οἵον εἰ τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β 
τινὶ τῶ Τ' ἀντιστραφέντος γὰρ τοῦ στερητικοῦ τὸ 
μέσον ἔσται σχῆμα 

Τῶν δ᾽ ἐν τῷ δευτέρω συλλογισμῶν οἱ μὲν 
καθόλου ἀναχθήσονται εἰς τὸ πρῶτον, τῶν δ᾽ ἐν 
μέρει ἅτερος μόνον ἔστω γὰρ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β 
μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' παντὲ ὑπάρχον ἀντιστραφέντος 

4“ Of 41a 26 


> There is no such description to which we can refer 
¢ Celarent ¢ Cesare 
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examples the conclusions are admitted even without 
a preliminary agreement, because the fallacy 15 
obvious, as for example that if the diagonal of a 
square is taken to be commensurable, odd numbers 
are equal to even ones ὦ 

Many other conclusions also are 1eached by hypo- 
thesis, and these require further study and clear 
explanation What their differences are, and in how 
many ways a hypothetical conclusion 15 effected, will 
be described later ® For the present let us regaid 
this much as evident that it 1s umpossible to analyse 
such syllogisms as these into the figures We have 
explained why this 1s so 

XLV With regard to such propositions as are 
proved in more than one figure, if a conclusion 1s 
drawn in one figure, 1t 1s possible to reduce the syllo- 
gism to another figure, eg, a negative syllogism 
in the first figure ° can be reduced to the second,? 
and in the middle figure—not all, however, but only 
some of them*—to the first The principle will 
be clearly seen in the following examples If A 
applies to no B, and B applies to all C, A apples to 
no C In this form we have the fist figme But if 
the negative proposition 1s converted, we shall have 
the middle figure , ἔοι B applies to no A but to all C 
Smmilarly too if the syllogism 1s not universal but 
particular, eg, if A apples to no B and B apphes 
to some C, on the conversion of the negative 
proposition we shall have the middle figure 

Of syllogisms in the second figure, those wh.ch are 
universal can be reduced to the first figu~e, but only 
one of the two particular syllogisms can be so reduced 
Let A be taken as applying to no B but to all C 


¢ See next paragraph 
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50 ὃ 
οὖν τοῦ στερητικοῦ τὸ πρῶτον ἔσται σχῆμα τὸ μὲν 


yap Β οὐδενὶ τῶ A, τὸ δὲ A παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρξει 
ἐὰν δὲ τὸ κατηγορικὸν ἢ πρὸς τῷ Β τὸ δὲ στερη- 
τικὸν πρὸς τῶ Γ', πρῶτον ὅρον θετέον τὸ Τ᾿ τοῦτο 
γὰρ οὐδενὶ τῶ Α, τὸ δὲ Α παντὶ τῶ Β ὥστ᾽ οὐδενὶ 
270 Β τὸ Γ᾽ οὐδ᾽ dpa τὸ Β τῷ Τ' οὐδενί ἀντι- 
στρέφει γὰρ τὸ στερητικόν ἐὰν δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ἢ ὁ 
συλλογισμός, ὅταν μὲν ἢ τὸ στερητικὸν πρὸς τῶ 
μείζονι ἄκρω, ἀναχθήσεται εἰς τὸ πρῶτον, οἷον εἰ τὸ 
A μηδενὶ τῶ Β τῶ δὲ Γ τινί ἀντιστραφέντος γὰρ 
τοῦ στερητικοῦ τὸ πρῶτον έσται σχῆμα τὸ μὲν γὰρ 
80 Β οὐδενὶ τῶ A, τὸ δὲ A τινὲ τῶ Τ ὅταν δὲ τὸ 
κατηγορικόν, οὐκ ἀναλυθήσεται, οἷον εἰ τὸ τῶ 
μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ Γ' οὐ παντί οὔτε γὰρ δέχεται 
ἀντιστροφὴν τὸ ΑΒ, οὔτε γενομένης ἔσται συλ- 
λογισμός 
Πάλιν οἱ μὲν ἐν τῶ τρίτω σχήματι οὐκ ἀναλυθή- 
σονται πάντες εἰς τὸ πρῶτον, οἱ δ᾽ ἐν τῶ πρώτω 
88 πάντες εἰς τὸ τρίτον ὑπαρχέτω γὰρ τὸ A παντὶ 
τῶ B, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' οὐκοῦν ἐπειδὴ ἄντι- 
στρέφει τὸ ἐν μέρει κατηγορικόν, ὑπάρξει τὸ Τ' τινὶ 
τῷ Β τὸ δὲ A παντὶ ὑπῆρχεν, ὥστε γίγνεται τὸ 
τρίτον σχῆμα καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς ὃ συλλογισμὸς 
ὡσαύτως ἀντιστρέφει γὰρ τὸ ἐν μέρει κατηγορικόν, 
40 ὥστε τὸ μὲν A οὐδενὶ τῶ Β, τὸ δὲ Γ᾽ τινὶ ὑπάρξει 
διὰ Τῶν δ᾽ ἐν τῶ τελευταίω σχήματι συλλογισμῶν 
εἷς μόνος οὐκ ἀναλύεται εἰς τὸ πρῶτον, ὅταν μὴ 
καθόλου τεθῆ τὸ στερητικόν, οἱ δ᾽ ἄλλοι πάντες 
ἀναλύονται κατηγορείσθω γὰρ παντὸς τοῦ I' τὸ A 
5 καὶ τὸ Β οὐκοῦν ἀντιστρέψει τὸ Τ᾿ πρὸς ἑκάτερον 
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Then on the conversion of the negative proposition 
we shall have the first figure , for B will apply tono A, 
but A willapply toallC Butif the affirmative state- 
ment is attached to B and the negative to C, C must 
be posited as first term, for C applies to no A, and 
Α ἴο 41 Β hence C applies to no Β Therefore B 
also apples to no C, for the negative proposition 1s 
convertible If, however, the syllogism 1s particular, 
when the negative statement 1s attached to the major 
extreme, the syllogism can be reduced to the first 
figure,—for example, if A apples to no B but to 
some C, for on the conversion of the negative pro- 
position we shall have the first figure, since B applies 
to no A, and A apphes to some C But when the 
affirmative statement 1s attached to the major term, 
the syllogism cannot be analysed eg, if A apples 
to all B but not to all C For the statement AB does 
not admit of conversion, nor, even 1f conversion took 
place, would there be a syllogism 

Again, syllogisms in the third figure cannot all be ©) First, | 
resolved into the first, although those in the fist can tra. 
all be resolved into the third Let A apply to all B, 
and B apply to some C Then when the particular 
affiimative statement 1s converted, C will apply to 
some Β But it was assumed that A applies to all B, 
and so we get the third figure The same also holds 
good if the syllogism 1s negative , for the particular 
affirmative statement 1s convertible, and so A will 
apply to no B and C to some B 

Of the syllogisms in the last figure only one cannot (4) Third 
be resolved into the first figure, viz when the negative #807? nt 
statement 15 not universal All the rest can be so 
resolved Let A and B be predicated of allC Then 
C will convert mto a patticular relation with each of 
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bia 
ἐπὶ μέρους ὑπάρχει ἄρα τινὶ τῶ Β ὥστ᾽ ἔσται 


τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα, εἰ τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῷ L τὸ 
δὲ Γ τινὶ τῶν Β καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν A παντὶ τῶ Pp 
τὸ δὲ Β τινί, 6 αὐτὸς λόγος ἀντιστρέφει γὰρ 
4 , AN ‘ ae \ 
πρὸς τὸ I τὸ Β ἐὰν δὲ τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ Γ τὸ 
10 δὲ A τινὶ TOT, πρῶτος ὄρος θετέος τὸ Β τὸ γὰρ 
Β παντὶ τῶ Γ τὸ δὲ DT τινὶ τῶ A, ὥστε τὸ Β τινὶ 
τῶ ἃ ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ἀντιστρέφει τὸ ἐν μέρει, καὶ τὸ 
Α τινὶ τῶ B ὑπάρξει 
Καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς ὃ συλλογισμός, καθόλου τῶν 
ὅρων ὄντων, O ὁμοίως ληπτέον ὑπαρχέτω γὰρ τὸ Β 
παντὶ τῶ T, τὸ δὲ A μηδενί οὐκοῦν τινὶ τῶ Β 
15 ὑπάρξει τὸ Γ, 70 de A οὐδενὶ τῶ r, ὥστ᾽ ἔσται 
μέσον τὸ ΓΤ ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν στερητικὸν 
καθόλου τὸ δὲ κατηγορικὸν ἐν μέρει τὸ μὲν yap A 
οὐδενὶ τῶ Τ', τὸ δὲ Γ τινὶ τῶν Β ὑπάρξει ἐὰν δ᾽ 
ἐν μέρει ληφθῆ τὸ στερητικόν, οὐκ ἔσται ἀνάλυσις, 
οἷον εἰ τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ Γ τὸ δὲ A τινὶ μὴ 
20 ὑπάρχει ἀντιστραφέντος γὰρ τοῦ BY’ ἀμφότεραι αἱ 
προτάσεις ἔσονται κατὰ μέρος 
Φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι πρὸς τὸ ἀναλύειν εἰς ἄλληλα 
τὰ σχήματα ἡ πρὸς τῶ ἐλάττονι ἄκρω πρότασις 
ἀντιστρεπτέα ἐ ἐν ἀμφοτέροις τοῖς σχήμασι ταύτης 
25 γὰρ μετατιθεμένης ἡ μετάβασις ἐγίγνετο 
ὧν δ᾽ ἐν τῶ μέσω σχήματι ἅτερος μὲν ἀνα- 
λύεται ἅτερος δ᾽ οὐκ ἀναλύεται εἰς τὸ τρίτον ὅταν 
μὲν γὰρ ἢ τὸ καθόλου στερητικόν, ἀναλύεται εἰ 
γὰρ τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ Β τῶ δὲ Γ τινί, ἀμφότερα 
80 ὁμοίως ἀντιστρέφει πρὸς τὸ Α, ὥστε τὸ μὲν 
οὐδενὶ τῶ A, τὸ δὲ Τ' τινί μέσον ἄρα τὸ α ὅταν 





α Se first and third 
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these terms ‘Therefoie it applies to some B Thus 
we shall have the first figuie, if A applies to all C, 
and C tosome Β The same puinciple holds also 1f A 
applies to all C and B to some C, for B 1s convert- 
ible with C If on the other hand B applies to all 
C and A to some C, B must be taken as the first 
term, for B applies to all C, and C to some A, so 
that B apphes to some A, and since the particular 
statement 15 convertible, A will also apply to some B 

Also, if the syllogism 1s negative, provided that the 
terms are 1elated universally, 1t should be treated in 
the same way Let B apply to all, but A to no C 
Then C will apply to some B, and A to no C, so that 
C will be the middle term  Simularly too if the nega- 
tive statement 1s universal and the affirmative par- 
ticular , for A will apply to no C, and C will apply 
tosome Β If, however, the negative statement 15 
taken as particular, there can be no resolution eg, 
if B applies to all C, and A does not apply to some C, 
for on the conveision of the premiss BC both the 
premisses will be particular 

It is also evident that for the purpose of resolving 
the figures 7 into one another the piemiss which 1s 
attached to the minoi extreme must be conveited 
in both figures , for we have seen that the change 
from one to another takes place by the substitution 
of this premiss 

Of the syllogisms in the middle figure, one can be (6) Seccnd 
resolved into the third ἄρτια and the other cannot (fy 
(1) When the unr ersal statement 1s negative, resolu- 
tion 1s possible , for 1f A applies to no B, but to some 
C, both statements alike are convertible with respect 
to A, so that B applies to no A and C to some A 
Therefore Ais the middle term (2) When A apphes 
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51 ἃ A 4 A 4 4 ¢ / 3 
δὲ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ B τῶ δὲ Τ' τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχῃ, ove 
~ 4 > 
ἔσται ἀνάλυσις οὐδετέρα yap τῶν προτάσεων ἐκ 
~ 3 ~ 
τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς καθόλου 
x €¢ 3 “- ? A 4 3 4 
Kai of ἐκ τοῦ τρίτου δὲ σχήματος ἀναλυθήσονται 
3 “ “ 
a5 εἰς TO μέσον ὅταν ἢ καθόλου TO στερητικόν, οἷον εἰ 
4 A “ \ Α ἘΞ’: ,ὔ λ Ἁ \ 
τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ TD, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ ἡ παντὶ Kat yap τὸ 
~ 3 9 A ~ \ \ ες ¢ 34 3 
T τῶ μὲν A οὐδενὶ τῶ δὲ Β τινὲ ὑπάρξει ἐὰν ὃ 
ἐπὶ μέρους ἢ τὸ στερητικὸν οὐκ ἀναλυθήσεται οὐ 
γὰρ δέχεται ἀντιστροφὴν τὸ ἐν μέρει ἀποφατικόν 
4 Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι οἱ αὐτοὶ συλλογισμοὶ οὐκ ἄνα- 
λύονται ἐν τούτοις τοῖς σχήμασιν οἴπερ οὐδ᾽ εἰς τὸ 
bib πρῶτον ἀνελύοντο, καὶ ὅτι εἰς τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα 
a a Ὁ / ον 
τῶν συλλογισμῶν ἀναγομένων οὗτοι μόνοι διὰ τοῦ 
ἀδυνάτου περαίνονται 
“ 4 ae a \ \ > / 4 
Πῶς μὲν οὖν δεῖ τοὺς συλλογισμοὺς ἀνάγειν, Kal 
ῳ > 7 Ἁ / 3 "᾿ ‘ > 
ὅτι ἀναλύεται τὰ σχήματα εἰς ἄλληλα, φανερὸν ἐκ 
ὃ τῶν εἰρημένων 
XLVI Διαφέρει δέ τι ἐν τῶ κατασκευάζειν ἣ 
ἀνασκευάζειν τὸ ὑπολαμβάνειν ἡ ταὐτὸν ἢ ἕτερον 
σημαίνειν τὸ μὴ εἶναι τοδὶ καὶ εἶναι μὴ τοῦτο, οἷον 
τὸ μὴ εἶναι λευκὸν τῶ εἶναι μὴ λευκόν οὐ γὰρ 
ταὐτὸν onuatver, οὐδ᾽ ἔστιν ἀπόφασις τοῦ εἶναι 
λ \ 4 t ‘ λ / IAAG \ A > λ / 
10 λευκὸν τὸ εἶναι μὴ λευκόν, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι λευκόν 
λόγος δὲ τούτου ὅδε 
Ὅ / \ ” x ὃ ᾽ ὃ “ 4 4 
μοίως yap ἔχει τὸ δύναται βαδίζειν πρὸς τὸ 
δύναται οὐ βαδίζειν τῶ ἔστι λευκόν πρὸς τὸ ἔστιν 
οὐ λευκόν, καὶ ἐπίσταται τἀγαθόν πρὸς τὸ ἐπί- 
σταται τὸ οὐκ ἀγαθόν τὸ γὰρ ἐπίσταται τἀγαθόν 
Ἅ ” 2 7 > / QA 7 ἽΝ 
ἢ ἔστιν ἐπιστάμενος τἀγαθόν οὐδὲν διαφέρει, οὐδὲ 
\ , 7 a ld ? / 
isto δύναται βαδίζειν ἣ ἔστι δυνάμενος βαδίζειν 
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to all B, but does not apply to some C, there can be 
no resolution , for neither premiss 1s universal after 
conversion 

The syllogisms of the thud figure can also be (6) Thrd 
1esolved into the middle figure when the negative gou7ejn% 
statement 1s univeisal, eg ,1f A apples to no C and 
B applies to some or all of ὦ, for then C will apply 
tono A but to some Β If, however, the negative 
statement 1s particular, resolution will be umpossible, 
for the particular negative does not admit of con- 
version 

Thus it is evident (1) that the types of syllogism 
which cannot be resolved in these figures are the same 
as those which we saw could not be resolved into the 
first figure , and (2) that when syllogisms are reduced 
to the first figure these alone are established per 
empossebele 

It 1s evident, then, from the foregoing account 
how syllogisms should be reduced, and also that 
the figures cin be resolved into one another 

XLVI It makes no httle difference in establishing ‘x is not 
or refuting a proposition whether we suppose that 7.,0e3, 
‘not to be so-and-so ’ and ‘ to be not-so-and-so ᾿ mean the sameas 
the same or something different eg, whether ‘ not aac 
to be white ᾿ means the same as ‘ to be not-white’ 
For it does not mean the same , the negation of ‘ to 
be white ’ 1s not ‘ to be not-white ᾿ but ‘ not to be 
white’ The explanation of this 1s as follows 

“He can walk’ is to ‘he can not-walk’ as τῷ 1s 
white ’ 1s to ‘ 1t 1s not-white,’ and as ‘ he understands 
the good ’ 1s to ‘ he understands the not-good’ For 
there 1s no difference between ‘ he understands the 
good ’ and ‘he 15 understanding of the good,’ nor 1s 
there between ‘ he can walk ’ and ‘ he1s able to walk ’ 


395 
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er ‘ s 3 , 3 , ΄, ’ 
ὥστε καὶ τὰ ἀντικείμενα, od δύναται βαδίζειν---οὐκ 
» , ; ". 4 \ > Μ , 
ἔστι δυνάμενος βαδίζειν εἰ οὖν τὸ οὐκ ἔστι δυνά- 
μενος βαδίζειν ταὐτὸ σημαίνει καὶ ἔστι δυνάμενος 
> / \ \ , ~ ἢ a € , 
od βαδίζειν ἡ μὴ βαδίζειν, ταῦτά ye ἅμα ὑπάρξει 
ταὐτῶ (ὁ γὰρ αὐτὸς δύναται καὶ βαδίζειν καὶ μὴ 


20 βαδίζειν, καὶ ἐπιστήμων τἀγαθοῦ καὶ τοῦ μὴ 


> “-- 3 , “ \ \ 3 , ? e / 

ἀγαθοῦ ἐστῇ φάσις δὲ καὶ ἀπόφασις οὐχ ὑπάρ- 
“A ἴω ~ 

χουσιν al ἀντικείμεναι awa TH αὐτῶ ὥσπερ οὗν 

4 

ov ταὐτό ἐστι TO μὴ ἐπίστασθαι τἀγαθὸν καὶ 

> + θ \ 4 9 A / >> > \ 3 Ad A 

ἐπίστασθαι τὸ μὴ ἀγαθόν, οὐδ᾽ εἶναι μὴ ἀγαθὸν Kal 

~ 4 3 
μὴ εἶναι ἀγαθὸν ταὐτόν τῶν γὰρ ἀνὰ λόγον ἐὰν 


θ , m Ὁ 4 θ ? δὲ \ > \ of 
2, θάτερα ἢ ἐτερα, Kal θάτερα οὔδε TO εἰναι μὴ σον 


\ Lf a \ Α e / ’ » 
καὶ τὸ μὴ εἶναι ἴσον τῷ μὲν γὰρ ὑπόκειταΐ τι, τῷ 
\ ~ A » “~ 
ὄντι μὴ tow, Kal τοῦτ᾽ ἔστι TO ἄνισον τῶ δ᾽ 
γ ἢ / w ‘\ \ Ψ 3 ~ » > 4 
οὐδέν διόπερ ἴσον μὲν ἡ ἄνισον οὐ πᾶν, ἴσον δ᾽ 7 
f “A 
οὐκ ἴσον πᾶν 
i ? 
Ἔτι τὸ ἔστιν οὐ λευκὸν ξύλον καὶ οὐκ ἔστι λευκὸν 


> 
30 ζύλον ody ἅμα ὑπάρχει εἰ yap ἐστι ξύλον od 


λευκόν, ἔσται ξύλον τὸ δὲ μὴ ὃν λευκὸν ξύλον οὐκ 
3 7 7 > [14 4 Ψ 3 37 o 
ἀνάγκη ξύλον εἶναι ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι τοῦ 
ἔστιν ἀγαθόν τὸ ἔστιν οὐκ ἀγαθόν ἀπόφασις εἰ οὖν 

\ \ ἐκ \ ’ \ 3 ? 3 “ > / 
κατὰ παντὸς ἑνὸς ἡ φάσις ἡ ἀπόφασις ἀληθής, εἶ μή 
ἐστιν ἀπόφασις, δῆλον ὡς κατάφασις ἄν πως ety 


2 \ 7 3 7 , 3 \ / 
86 Καταφάσεως δὲ πάσης ἀπόφασίς ἐστι Kal ταύτης 


” 4 9 3} > > / 
apa τὸ οὐκ ἔστιν οὐκ ἀγαθόν 
Ἔχει δὲ τάξιν τήνδε πρὸς ἄλληλα ἔστω τὸ 
εἶναι ἀγαθὸν ἐφ᾽ ov A, τὸ δὲ μὴ εἶναι ἀγαθὸν ἐφ᾽ οὗ 
A γ᾽ > 4 > \ 3 . [ ψ \ \ 
B, τὸ δὲ εἶναι μὴ ἀγαθὸν ἐφ᾽ οὗ I’, ὑπὸ τὸ B, τὸ δὲ 
A μν \ 3 Ao > 43> ἊΝ Δ ς ‘ A λ δὴ 
μὴ εἶναι μὴ ἀγαθὸν ἐφ᾽ ov Δ, ὑπὸ τὸ A παντὶ δὴ 
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Hence the opposite statements, ‘he cannot walk,’ 
‘he is not able to walk,’ are also identical Τῇ, then, 
‘he 1s not able to walk’ means the same as ‘ he 15 
able not to walk,’ these attributes will apply at the 
same time to the same subject (for the same person 
ean both walk and not walk, or 15 understanding both 
of the good and of the not-good) But an assertion 
and its opposite negation do not apply at the same 
tame to the same subject Therefore just as ‘ not 
to understand the good ᾿ and ‘ to understand the not- 
good ’ are not the same, so too ‘ to be not-good and 
“not to be good’ are not the same, for if one pair 
of corresponding terms m an analogical group 18 
different, 580 15 the other Nor 1s ‘ to be not-equal ’ 
the same as ‘not to be equal’, for the former, 
‘that which is not equal,’ has a definite subject, viz 
the unequal, but the latter has none For this 
reason everything is either equal or unequal, but not 
everything 1s either equal or not equal 

Again, the statements ἡ the wood 1s not white ’ and 
‘yt 1s not white wood ᾿ 816 not applicable to the same 
subject , for 1f wood 1s not white, 1t will be wood, but 
that which 1s not white wood 1s not necessatily wood 
at all Hence it is evident that ‘1t 1s not-good’ 15 
not the negation of ‘it 1s good’ If, then, either the 
assertion or the negation 1s true of every single thing, 
if the negation 1s not true, clearly the affirmation must 
in some sense be true’ But every affirmation has a 
negation , and therefore the negation of the affirma- 
tion in question is ‘ 1t 1s not not-good ’ 

Now these terms are related to one another as 
tollows Let A stand for “ to be good,’ B ἔοι ‘ not to 
be good,’ C for * to be not-good ’ (this falls unde: B) 
and Ὁ for ‘ not to be not-good ’ (this falls under A) 
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51 b 
e 7 bi) 4 “A ‘ A > A ~ 9 - 4 
40 ὑπάρξει ἢ TO A ἢ τὸ B, καὶ οὐδενὶ τῶ αὐτῶ καὶ 7 
\ Ἂ Ἁ Ἁ 3 \ ~ 7 A A. Ν \ 
τὸ Γ' ἢ τὸ A, καὶ οὐδενὶ τῶ αὐτῶ καὶ ὦ τὸ T, 
> Af 4 B \ / 3 \ iA θὲ 3 ~ 
52a ἀνάγκη τὸ B παντὶ ὑπάρχειν εἶ γὰρ ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν 
Ὁ 4 f \ a 3 > 4 3 f 
ὅτι od λευκόν, καὶ ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι λευκὸν ἀληθές 
ΣῸ 2 ‘ Ψ μὰ λ \ (Ὁ \ 4 
ἀδύνατον yap ἅμα εἶναι λευκὸν καὶ εἶναι μὴ λευκόν, 
a\ ’ 9 4 \ > ? ? iv4 
ἢ εἶναι ξύλον οὐ λευκὸν καὶ εἶναι ξύλον λευκόν wor 
> 1 ¢ ) € 3 +? ¢ + a ι 
εἰ μὴ ἡ κατάφασις, ἡ ἀπόφασις ὑπάρξει τῶ δὲ 
4 b) > Ὁ « Ἁ Ψ \ 4 »O\ 7 
6 Β τὸ Γ οὐκ ἀεί ὃ γὰρ ὅλως μὴ ξύλον, οὐδὲ ξύλον 
» 3 la 3 ’ 4 “ 4 ἢ 
ἔσται οὐ λευκόν ἀνάπαλιν τοΐνυν, ὦ τὸ A, τὸ Δ 
’ \ \ 4 4 \ > \ > 3 “as 
παντί ἡ yap TOT ἡ τὸ A ἐπεὶ δ᾽ ody οἷόν τε 
a X bY \ / \ ¢ , 
ἅμα εἶναι μὴ λευκὸν καὶ λευκόν, τὸ A ὑπάρξει 
\ x a κ᾿ ~ > \ 9 a ov 
κατὰ yap τοῦ ὄντος λευκοῦ ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν ὅτι οὐκ 
3 ᾿} ’, \ A “~ ᾿ ‘ \ 
ἔστιν οὐ λευκόν κατὰ δὲ τοῦ A οὐ παντὸς τὸ A 
4 \ ~ Ὁ XY Ὁ 7 ° 3 \ 
10 κατὰ yap τοῦ ὅλως μὴ ὄντος ξύλου οὐκ ἀληθὲς τὸ A 
> A eo eee , ° \ Ag λ θέ \ 
εἰπεῖν, ὡς ἔστι ξύλον' λευκόν wore τὸ A ἀληθές, τὸ 
9 2 ͵ φ , , ~ > + 
δ᾽ A οὐκ ἀληθές, ὅτι ξύλον λευκόν δῆλον δ᾽ ὅτι 
A δ 3 A “~ , ~ \ ἣ 4 t 
καὶ τὸ ALT’ οὐδενὶ τῶ αὐτῶ καὶ τὸ B καὶ τὸ A 
? / \ ow 7 m= κε ? 
ἐνδέχεται τινὶ TH αὐτῶ ὑπάρξαι 
ς ᾽ 3 μὰ A ¢ 2 \ 
1 ‘Opoiws δ᾽ ἔχουσι καὶ at στερήσεις πρὸς τὰς 
, 2 ~ f t 3. [59 “ \ 
κατηγορίας ταύτη τῇ θέσει ἴσον ἐφ᾽ ov τὸ A, οὐκ 
3 443 ἰὸν \ a 27? es > ba 
ἴσον ἐφ᾽ ov τὸ B, ἄνισον ἐφ᾽ ov Τ', οὐκ ἄνισον 
743 fe 
ep οὐ A 
13 4 ~ , #@ a Le? x 3 
Kai ἐπὶ πολλῶν δέ, ὧν τοῖς μὲν ὑπάρχει τοῖς ὃ 
> © Ff > 7 € Av 32 8 c + > / 
οὐχ ὑπάρχει ταὐτό, ἡ μὲν ἀπόφασις ὁμοίως ἀληθεύ- 
> Ψ ’ 3 3) A , vn ὦ 3 ” 
20 oir ἄν, ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι λευκὰ πάντα ἢ ὅτι οὐκ ἔστι 
4 7 ? > 3 A > ῖ ov ry 
λευκὸν exactov ὅτι δ᾽ ἐστὶν οὐ λευκὸν ἕκαστον ἢ 
2 > 4 > 4 “᾿ [2 , \ 4 ~ 
πάντα ἐστὶν ov λευκὰ ψεῦδος ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τοῦ 
> lan ~ 4 > 4» 3 4 , 
ἔστι πᾶν ζῶον λευκὸν od τὸ ἔστιν οὐ λευκὸν ἅπαν 
~ > / ld ‘ a 3 ‘ \ > 
ζῶον ἀπόφασις (ἄμφω γὰρ ψευδεῖς), ἀλλὰ τὸ οὐκ 


1 ov post ξύλον add A ὃ supralineam B’ del C 
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Then either A or B will apply to everything, but they 
can never both apply to the same subject , and either 
C or D will apply to everything, but they can never 
both apply to the same subject Also B must apply 
to everything to which C applies For 1f 1t 1s true to 
say ‘it 1s not-white,’ it 1s also true to say ‘it 1s not 
white ’, since 1t 15 impossible that a thing should at 
the same time be white and not-white, or that wood 
should be not-white and white , so that if the affirma- 
tion does not apply, the negation will But C does 
not always apply to B , for that which 1s not wood at 
all cannot be white wood either Conversely then 
D will apply to everything to which A apples , for 
either C or D must apply , and since 1t 1s not possible 
to be at the same time not-white and white, D will 
apply , for it 1s true to state of that which 1s white 
that 1t 1s not not-white But A cannot be stated of 
all Ὁ, for it 1s not true to state of that which 1s not 
wood at all that it 1s A, ze, that 1t 1s white wood 
Hence D is true, but A, that it 1s white wood, 1s not 
true It is clear that the combination AC too can 
never apply to the same subject, whereas both B and 
D may sometimes apply to the same subject 

The relation of privative to positive terms in this 
system 15 similar A stands for equal, B for not equal, 
C for unequal, D for not unequal 

Also in the case of plural subjects to some membeis 
of which the same attribute applies while to others 1t 
does not apply, the negation can be predicated with 
equal truth that not all things are white, or that 
not everything 1s white , but that everything 1s not- 
white or that all things are not-white is false Simi- 
larly the negation of ᾿ every animal is white ἡ is not 
‘ every animal 1s not-white ᾿ (for both statements are 
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3} ΄ ΄“ 7 3 A \ “Ὁ v4 4 
ἔστι πᾶν ζῶον λευκόν ἐπεὶ δὲ δῆλον ὅτι ἕτερον 
σημαίνει τὸ ἐστιν οὐ λευκόν καὶ οὐκ ἐστι λευκόν, 
3 > / 
καὶ TO μὲν κατάφασις τὸ δ᾽ ἀπόφασις, φανερὸν ὡς 
lot / ¢ 7 “ 
ody 6 αὐτὸς τρόπος τοῦ δεικνύναι ἑκάτερον, οἷον ὅτι 
ray ”~ ἢ A \ 3 / A 
ὃ dv ἢ ζῶον οὐκ ἔστι λευκὸν ἡ ἐνδέχεται μὴ εἶναι 
“A \ ~ 
λευκόν, καὶ ὅτι ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν μὴ λευκόν τοῦτο γάρ 
Α ῖ \ > \ “ 
ἐστιν εἶναι μὴ λευκόν ἀλλὰ TO μὲν ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν 
ἔστι λευκόν εἴτε μὴ λευκόν 6 αὐτὸς τρόπος κατα- 
»-ς \ »-ὦλ ͵ / 
σκευαστικῶς yap ἄμφω διὰ τοῦ πρώτου δείκνυται 
os 7 
σχήματος τὸ γὸρ ἀληθὲς τῶ ἔστιν ὁμοίως τάτ- 
retar τοῦ γὰρ ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν λευκὸν οὐ τὸ ἀληθὲς 
> a \ λ \ > 7 Ἰλλὰ A \ iA θὲ 
εἰπεῖν μὴ λευκὸν ἀπόφασις, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὴ ἀληθὲς 
a ? A , 3 \ 3 a 
εἰπεῖν λευκόν εἰ δὴ ἐσται ἀληθὲς εἰπεῖν ὁ ay 
“ \ \ \ 
ἢ ἄνθρωπος μουσικὸν εἶναι ἡ μὴ μουσικὸν εἶναι, ὃ 
“ ~ A ων \ \ 
av ἢ ζῶον ληπτέον ἡ εἶναι μουσικὸν ἢ εἶναι μὴ 
\ 4 Ων 
μουσικόν, καὶ δέδεικται τὸ δὲ μὴ εἶναι μουσικὸν 
“ Pant / 
ὃ dv ἢ ἄνθρωπος ἀνασκευαστικῶς δείκνυται κατὰ 
4 “a 
τοὺς εἰρημένους τρόπους τρεῖς 
“Απλῶς δ᾽ ὅταν οὕτως ἔχη τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β ὥσθ᾽ 
,ὔ \ “A ? ~ . 3 ὃ / θ \ δὲ > > 9 
dua μὲν τῶ αὐτῶ μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι παντὶ δὲ ἐξ avay- 
κῆς θάτερον, καὶ πάλιν τὸ Τ' καὶ τὸ Δ ὡσαύτως, 
ΨΦΆ, \ ~ 
ἐπηται δὲ τῶ T τὸ A καὶ μὴ ἀντιστρέφη, καὶ τῶ 
A > / \ 9 9 “ 4 4 
B τὸ A ἀκολουθήσει καὶ οὐκ ἀντιστρέψει καὶ TO 
\ \ \ 2 ar A » αὶ \ \ \ 
μὲν A καὶ τὸ A ἐνδέχεται τῶ αὐτῶ, τὸ δὲ B καὶ 
Γ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται 
»- A “ , ~ A [τὰ 9 3 A 
Πρῶτον μὲν οὖν ὅτι τῶ Β τὸ A ἕπεται" ἐνθένδε 
,ὔ ? \ \ A “~ / > 
φανερόν ἐπεὶ yap παντὶ τῶν TA θάτερον ἐξ 
3 , ΕΝ δὲ A B ? > ὃ ’ Ἁ T ὃ \ \ 
ἀνάγκης, ὦ δὲ τὸ B οὐκ ἐνδέχεται TO ιὰ τὸ 
1 eorat Jenkinson ἔστιν codd 
2 20 A ἕπεται ΑΒ. ἕπεται το Ac, Bekker 





@ 4¢ the uses of the two expressions are pai ‘llel 
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false) but “not every animal is white * And since 1t 
is clear that ‘1t 1s not-white’ and τὸ is not white’ 
differ in meaning, and that one 1s an affirmation and 
the οἴμοι a negation, 1t 1s evident that the method of 
proof is not the same in both cases viz to prove the 
statement that whatever 1s an amimal 15 not white, or 
may not be white, and the statement that 1t 1s true 
to say that it is not-white , ἔοι this 1s what ‘ to be 
not-white ’ means But the same method of proof 
applies to the statements that 1t 1s true to say that 1t 1s 
white, and that it 15 true to say that 1t 1s not-white , 
for both are proved constructively by means of the 
first figuie, smce ‘1t 1s tiue ranks with ‘it is’?, 
ἔοι the negation of ‘ 1t 1s thue to call it white ἡ 1s not 
‘it 1s true to call it not-white ’ but ‘1t 1s not true to 
call it white’ If, then, 1t 1s to be tiue to say that 
whatever 1s a man 15 either cultured or not cultured, 
assume that whatevei 15 an animal 15 either cultured 
or not cultured, and the poof 1s accomplished 
‘ That whatever is a man 1s not cultured ’ 1s proved 
destructively by the three moods already described ὃ 

In general when A and B are so related that they 
cannot apply at the same tame to the same subject, 
yet one or other of them necessarily applies to every- 
thing , and when C and D ate similarly related, and 
A is a consequent of C, and the i1elation is not re- 
veisible then D will be a consequent of B, and this 
relation will not be 1eversible Also A and D may 
apply to the same subject, but B and C cannot 

(1) That B 1s a consequent of D 1s evident from the 
following proof Since one or othe: of the terms C 
and D necessaily apples to everything, and C can- 
not apply to that to which B applies, because C implies 


> Celarent, Cesare and Camestres 
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52 Ὁ 
συνεπιφέρειν τὸ A, τὸ δὲ A καὶ B μὴ ἐνδέχεσθαι 


τῷ αὐτῷ, φανερὸν ὅτι τὸ Δ ἀκολουθήσει πάλιν 
ἐπεὶ τῶ A τὸ Τ' οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει, παντὶ δὲ τὸ T 
4 4 3 / \ 4 A “~ 3 m~ € ’ὔ 
10 ἡ τὸ Δ, ἐνδέχεται τὸ A καὶ τὸ Δ τῷ αὐτῷ ὑπάρχειν 
\ ὃ “ Β \ \ T ? > ὃ , ὃ A A 
τὸ δέ ye B καὶ τὸ Τ' οὐκ ἐνδέχεται διὰ TO συνακο- 
λουθεῖν τῷ T τὸ Α συμβαίνει γάρ τι ἀδύνατον 
\ “ Ψ “ΟΝ »“" Ἁ > 7 
φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι οὐδὲ τῶ Δ τὸ Β ἀντιστρέφει, 
2 “ 3 -“,ῳὦ \ \ \ ς td 
ἐπείπερ ἐγχωρεῖ ἅμα τὸ A καὶ τὸ A ὑπάρχειν 
Συμβαίνει δ᾽ ἐνίοτε καὶ ev τῆ τοιαύτη τάξει τῶν 
ιὸ ὅρων ἀπατᾶσθαι διὰ τὸ μὴ τὰ ἀντικείμενα λαμ- 
βάνειν ὀρθῶς ὧν ἀνάγκη παντὶ θάτερον ὑπάρχειν, 
Ὁ > 4 + 1, 2907 , im ss 
οἷον εἰ TO A καὶ τὸ B μὴ ἐνδέχεται ἅμα τῶ αὐτῶ, 
> ? δ᾽ ξ 2 Φ t θ id θ ᾽ ry 
ἀνάγκη δ᾽ ὑπάρχειν, ὦ μὴ θάτερον, θάτερον καὶ 
πάλιν τὸ Τ' καὶ τὸ Δ ὡσαύτως, ὦ δὲ τὸ Γ΄, παντὶ 
Ψ Α , \ eS A \ 
ἕπεται τὸ ἃ συμβήσεται yap w τὸ A τὸ B 
ξ / 3 > f Ὁ 9 Ά ~ 3 f 
20 ὑπάρχειν ἐξ ἀνάγκης, ὅπερ ἐστὶ ψεῦδος εἰλήφθω 
γὰρ ἀπόφασις τῶν ΑΒ ἡ ἐφ᾽ ὦ Ζ, καὶ πάλιν τῶν 
ΓΔ ἡ ἐφ᾽ ὦ Θ ἀνάγκη δὴ παντὶ ἢ τὸ ἡ τὸ Ζ, 
Ἁ Α \ /- ‘ \ ? / \ ? “\ \ 
ἡ yap THY φάσιν ἡ τὴν ἀπόφασιν καὶ πάλιν ἢ TO 
Γ ἢ τὸ Θ, φάσις γὰρ καὶ ἀπόφασις καὶ ᾧ τὸ Γ 
\ 4 ς / ef Ὄ \ \ A 
ο" παντὶ TO A ὑπόκειται ὥστε ὦ τὸ Z παντὶ τὸ Θ 
πάλιν ἐπεὶ τῶν ZB παντὶ θάτερον καὶ τῶν ΘΔ 
ὡσαύτως, ἀκολουθεῖ δὲ τῶ 2 το Θ, καὶ τῷ A 
> / 4 ~ \ 3} > » lon 
ἀκολουθήσει τὸ B τοῦτο yap ἴσμεν εἰ apa τῷ 
Γ τὸ A, καὶ τῶ Δ τὸ Β τοῦτο δὲ ψεῦδος ἀνά- 
\ > 3 A Ὁ 2 ς 3 7 
παλιν γὰρ ἣν ἐν τοῖς οὕτως ἔχουσιν ἡ ἀκολούθησις 
᾿ Ἁ f 5 7 \ A \ Ἁ 99 \ 4 
80 οὐ yap laws ἀνάγκη παντὶ τὸ A ἡ τὸ Z, οὐδὲ τὸ 
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A, and A and B cannot both apply to the same sub- 
ject, 1t is evident that D will be a consequent of B 
(2) Since the relation of C to A 1s not reversible, and 
either C or D applies to everything, A and D may 
apply to the same subject Band C, however, cannot, 
because since A 1s umplied by C, this gives us an 1m- 
possible result Thus it 1s evident that the relation 
of B to D 1s also irreversible, since 1t 1s possible for 
D and A to apply at the same time 

It happens sometimes in this arrangement of terms 
also that we are misled because we do not nightly 
select the opposites one or the other of which must 
apply to everything, eg, as follows ‘A and B can- 
not apply at the same time to the same subject , but 
where one does not apply, the other must Again, 
C and D are similuly related, and wherever C 
apples, A is impled, then it will follow that where 
Ὁ apples B necessarily applies’ (which 1s false) 
‘Let F be taken as the negation of A and B, and G 
as that of Cand D Then either A or F must apply 
to everything, since either the assertion or the nega- 
tion must so apply Again, so must either C or G, 
since they are assertion and negation Also A applies 
ex hypothesiwhereCapphes Hence Gapplies to every- 
thing to which F apples Again, since one or other 
of the terms F and B applies to everything, and 
similarly with G and D, and since G 1s a consequent 
of F, B will also be a consequent of D , for we know 
this? Then if A 1s a consequent of C, so also 15 B of 
D’ But this 1s false, for we saw that in terms so 
constituted the reverse consequential relation obtains 
The explanation 15 that 1t 1s presumably not necessary 
that either A or F should apply to everything, nor 


« Of 52b 413 
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52 Ὁ 
Z 1 τὸ B ov γάρ ἐστιν ἀπόφασις τοῦ A τὸ Z 


~ ‘ 3 -Ὗ 4 3 3 A 3 7 3 5 \ 
τοῦ yap ἀγαθοῦ τὸ οὐκ ἀγαθὸν ἀπόφασις οὐ ταὐτὸ 
3 3 A 4 3 3 θὸ “". 7 3 > Ac 3 9 5 
δ᾽ ἐστὶ τὸ οὐκ ἀγαθὸν τῶ οὐτ᾽ ἀγαθὸν οὔτ᾽ οὐκ 
9 “ ξ 7 \ 4 > A “~ ¢ ‘ > 
ἀγαθόν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ΓΔ at γὰρ ἀπο- 
f [ > / 4 > ? 
φάσεις at εἰλημμέναι δύο εἰσίν 
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that either F or B should do so , for F 1s not the nega- 
tion of A The negation of the good 1s the not-good , 
and the not-good is not identical with the neither 
good nor not-good The same 1s true of C and D 
In both cases two negations have been assumed for 
one term 
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B 


szb3s I Ἔν πόσοις μὲν ovv σχήμασι Kat διὰ ποίων καὶ 
~ , 
πόσων προτάσεων Kal πότε Kal πῶς γίγνεται 
’ ὔ 3 3 ~ 7 9 + 
40 συλλογισμός, ere δ᾽ εἰς ποῖα βλεπτέον ἀνασκευάζοντι 
588 καὶ κατασκευάζοντι, καὶ πῶς δεῖ ζητεῖν περὶ τοῦ 
προκειμένου καθ᾽ ὁποιανοῦν μέθοδον, ἔτι δὲ διὰ 
“ ¢ ~ ὔ \ \ , ? ) 27 
ποίας ὁδοῦ ληψόμεθα τὰς περὶ ἕκαστον ἀρχάς, ἤδη 
διεληλύθαμεν 
Ἐπεὶ δ᾽ οἱ μὲν καθόλου τῶν συλλογισμῶν εἰσὶν 
¢ \ ‘ ὔ ξ \ / , > \ / 
5 οἱ δὲ κατὰ μέρος, οἱ μὲν καθόλου πάντες ἀεὶ πλείω 
συλλογίζονται, τῶν δ᾽ ἐν μέρει οἱ μὲν κατηγορικοὶ 
πλείω, οἱ δ᾽ ἀποφατικοὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα μόνον αἱ 
μὲν γὰρ ἄλλαι προτάσεις ἀντιστρέφουσιν, ἡ δὲ 
στερητικὴ οὐκ ἀντιστρέφει τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα τὶ 
‘ ;; > ¢ 3 € \ / \ 
κατὰ τινός ἐστιν ὥσθ᾽ οἱ μὲν ἄλλοι συλλογισμοὶ 
10 πλείω συλλογίζονται, οἷον εἰ TO A δέδεικται παντὶ 
~~ Ἅ, ’ 4 4 \ ~ > “" φ ’ 
τῶ Β ἢ τινί, καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ A ἀναγκαῖον ὑπάρ- 
4 3 ὃ A “~ B A A δὲ A B 0 A “ 
yew καὶ εἰ μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ A, οὐδὲ τὸ Β οὐδενὶ τῶ 
~ > 7 ~ Ψ»» 3 \ A \ 
A (τοῦτο δ᾽ ἕτερον τοῦ ἔμπροσθεν) εἰ δὲ τινὶ μὴ 
ὑπάρχει, οὐκ ἀνάγκη καὶ τὸ Β τινὲ τῶ A μὴ ὑπάρ- 
yew ἐνδέχεται γὰρ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν 





*.¢ premisses Cf 48} 36 
> Because the relation of subject and predicate is reversed 
. Cf 95a 24 
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I We have now explained in how many figures a Book 
syllogism 1s effected , also the nature and number of or svzi03 
the premusses by which 1t 1s effected, and the cireum- "48? | 
stances and conditions by which 1t 1s goveined Axcumenrs 
Further, we have explamed what kind of attubutes S2emmy οἱ 
should be considered when one 1s refuting and when chs 1 xxvi, 
one is establishing a proposition, and how to set cee ee 
about the appointed task un every given method of 
approach, and further by what means we are to 
airive at the starting-points * proper to each case 

Now some syllogisms being univeisal and some eyo 
particular, those which are universal always give Mba been 
more than one inference , but whereas those parti- one con 
cular syllogisms which are affirmative give more than 
one mmference, those which aire negative give only 
the conclusion ἔοι all other premusses 816 convert- 
ible, but the particular negative premiss is not, and 
the conclusion consists of an attiibute predicated of 
a subject Thus all other syllogisms give more than 
one result eg,if A has been proved to apply to all 
or some of B, B must also apply to some A, and if 
it has been proved that A applies to no B, then B 
apphes tono ἃ This is a different conclusion from 
the forme: ὃ But if A does not apply to some B, it 
does not follow that B also does not apply to some 


A, for it may apply to all ¢ 
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53 a 
lo Αὐτὴ μὲν οὖν κοινὴ πάντων αἰτία, τῶν ee καθ- 


ὅλου καὶ τῶν κατὰ μέρος ἔστι δὲ περὶ τῶν 
“A / 
καθόλου Kat ἄλλως εἰπεῖν ὅσα yap ἡ ὑπὸ TO μέσον 
ἢ ὑπὸ τὸ συμπέρασμά ἐστιν, ἁπάντων ἔσται 6 αὐτὸς 
συλλογισμός, ἐὰν τὰ μὲν ἐν τῷ μέσω τὰ δ᾽ ἐν τῶ 
20 συμπεράσματι τεθῆ οἷον εἰ τὸ ΑΒ συμπέρασμα διὰ 
τοῦ I’, ὅσα ὑπὸ τὸ Β ἡ τὸ Γ' ἐστίν, ἀνάγκη κατὰ 
\ \ ? ~ 
πάντων λέγεσθαι τὸ A εἰ yap τὸ A ἐν ὅλῳ τῷ B 
“. 9 ~ 
τὸ δὲ Β ἐν τῶ A, καὶ τὸ A ἔσται ἐν τῶ A πάλιν 
“ 3 “᾿ 
εἰ τὸ Ἐ ἐν ὅλω τῶ Τ' τὸ δὲ TD ἐν τῶ A, καὶ τὸ E 
~ \ 
ἐν τῷ A ἔσται ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς ὃ 
--ἀ / ᾽ὔ 
95 συλλογισμός ἐπὶ δὲ τοῦ δευτέρου σχήματος τὸ ὑπὸ 
14 ? “ 
τὸ συμπέρασμα μόνον ἔσται συλλογίσασθαι οἷον εἰ 
Ἁ ~ \ ~ \ ᾽ὔ “ [2 
τὸ ἃ τῶ Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' παντί, συμπέρασμα ὅτι 
“- \ 
οὐδενὶ TH T τὸ Β εἰ δὴ τὸ A ὑπὸ τὸ Τ' ἐστί, 
φανερὸν ort οὐχ ὑπάρχει αὐτῶ τὸ Β τοῖς δ᾽ ὑπὸ 
\ A / 3 ¢ / 9 onA ὃ Ἁ “.Ῥ λλ “" 
80 TO A ὅτι οὐχ ὑπάρχει οὐ δῆλον διὰ τοῦ συλλογισμοῦ 
/ 3 ς 7 ~ > + ¢ \ \ 5 \ 
καίτοι οὐχ ὑπάρχει TH EH, εἰ ἔστιν ὑπὸ τὸ A ἀλλὰ 
A \ os ἃ ¢€ / 4 \ lan 
τὸ μὲν τῶ 1' μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν τὸ B διὰ τοῦ συλ- 
λογισμοῦ δέδεικται, τὸ δὲ τῶ A μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
> “ὃ ir Ὁ 9 9 ὃ \ \ λλ 
ἀναπόδεικτον εἴληπται, ὥστ᾽ οὐ διὰ τὸν συλλογι- 
σμὸν συμβαίνει τὸ Β τῶ E μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
86 "Kari δὲ τῶν ἐν μέρει τῶν μὲν ὑπὸ τὸ συμπέρασμα 
“ / 
οὐκ ἔσται τὸ ἀναγκαῖον (οὐ γὰρ γίγνεται συλλογι- 
σμὸς ὅταν αὕτη ληφθῆ ἐν μέρει), τῶν δ᾽ ὑπὸ τὸ 
μέσον. ἔσται πάντων, πλὴν οὐ διὰ τὸν συλλογισμόν, 
οἷον εἰ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β τινὲ τῶ Τ΄ τοῦ 





@ Se as middle term 
> Waitz points out ad loc that in Camestres nothing can be 
inferred about subordinates to the middle term 
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This reason, then, 1s common to all syllogisms, both 
universal and paiticular, but with respect to uni- 
versal syllogisms 1t 1s also possible to give a different 
explanation The same syllogism will hold good of 
all terms which are subordinate to the middle tem 
or the conclusion, 1f these terms are placed respec- 


tively in the middle and in the conclusion Eg, if 


AB 1s a conclusion reached by means of C,* A must 
be stated of all terms which are subordinate to B or 
C For if Ὁ 1s wholly contained in B, and B in A, 
D will also be contained im ἃ Again, if Eis wholly 
contained in C, and C τὴ A, E will also be contained 
uw A Similarly too if the syllogism 1s negative In 
the second figure, however, the inference will only 
hold good of that which 1s subordinate to the con- 
clusion Eg,if A applies to no B but to all C, the 
conclusion 1s that B applies to no C Then if Ὁ 1s 
subordinate to C, 1t 1s evident that B does not apply 
to D That it does not apply to terms subordinate 
to A is not shown by the syllogism, although B does 
not apply to Eif Eis subordinate to A But whereas 
it has been proved by the syllogism that B applies to 
no C, that B does not apply to A has been assumed 
without pioof, so that 1t does not follow by the 
syllogism that B does not apply to E ὃ 

As for particular syllogisms, there will be no neces- 
sary mnference concerning the terms subordinate to 
the conclusion (since no syllogism 1esults when this 
premiss 5 1s taken as particular), but there will be 
one which holds good of all terms subordinate to the 
middle, only 1t will not be reached by the syllogism 
eg, if we assume that A applies to all B, and B to 


¢ The conclusion of the original syllogism, which now 
becomes the major 
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53 ἃ 
μὲν yap ὑπὸ τὸ Τ' τεθέντος οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός, 


40 τοῦ δ᾽ ὑπὸ τὸ Β ἔσται, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ διὰ τὸν προγεγενη- 
μένον ὁμοίως δὲ κἀπὶ τῶν ἄλλων σχημάτων τοῦ 
68" μὲν γὰρ ὑπὸ τὸ συμπέρασμα οὐκ ἔσται, θατέρου δ᾽ 
ἔσται, πλὴν οὐ διὰ τὸν συλλογισμόν, ἢ καὶ ἐν τοῖς 
καθόλου ἐξ ἀναποδείκτου τῆς προτάσεως τὰ ὑπὸ τὸ 
μέσον ἐδείκνυτο ὥστ᾽ ἡ οὐδ᾽ ἐκεῖ ἔσται ἡ καὶ 
ἐπὶ τούτων 
II Ἔστι μὲν οὖν οὕτως ἔχειν wor’ ἀληθεῖς εἶναι 
δ τὰς προτάσεις δι᾿ ὧν ὁ συλλογισμός, ἔστι δ᾽ ὥστε 
ψευδεῖς, ἔστι δ᾽ ὥστε τὴν μὲν ἀληθῆ τὴν δὲ ψευδῆ 
τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἢ ἀληθὲς ἡ ψεῦδος ἐξ ἀνάγκης 
ἐξ ἀληθῶν μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἔστι ψεῦδος συλλογίσασθαι, 
ἐκ ψευδῶν δ᾽ ἐστιν ἀληθές, πλὴν οὐ διότι ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι 
10 τοῦ γὰρ διότι οὐκ ἔστιν ἐκ ψευδῶν συλλογισμός δι᾽ 
ἣν δ᾽ αἰτίαν ἐν τοῖς ἑπομένοις λεχθήσεται 
Πρῶτον μὲν οὖν ὅτι ἐξ ἀληθῶν οὐχ οἷόν τε ψεῦδος 
συλλογίσασθαι ἐντεῦθεν δῆλον εἰ γὰρ τοῦ Α ὄντος 
ἀνάγκη τὸ Β εἶναι, τοῦ Β μὴ ὄντος ἀνάγκη τὸ A μὴ 
elvat εἰ οὖν ἀληθές ἐστι τὸ A, ἀνάγκη τὸ Β 
15 ἀληθὲς εἶναι, ἡ συμβήσεται τὸ αὐτὸ dua εἶναί τε 
καὶ οὐκ εἴναι τοῦτο δ᾽ ἀδύνατον μὴ ὅτι δὲ κεῖται 
τὸ A ets ὅρος ὑποληφθήτω ἐνδέχεσθαι ἑνός τινος 
ὄντος ἐξ ἀνάγκης τι συμβαίνειν οὐ γὰρ οἷόν τε τὸ 
μὲν γὰρ συμβαῖνον ἐξ ἀνάγκης τὸ συμπέρασμά 





4 Except Baroco, Bocardo and Disamis (Waitz on 53 ἃ 34) 
> 57 a 10- 17 
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some C, ἴοι there will be no inference concerning 
that which 1s subordinate to C, but there will be one 
with regaid to that which 1s suboidinate to B, not, 
however, by the syllogism already effected Simi- 
laily too with the other figuies* There will be no 
inference concerning that which 1s subordinate to 
the conclusion, but there will be one concerning the 
other subordinate, only not by the syllogism, just 
as in the univeisal sj llogisms the terms suboidinate 
to the middle are pioved, as we have seen, from a 
premiss which is undemonstrated Thus either the 
principle will not apply in the foimer case, or 1t will 
apply here too 

II It is possible for the premusses by which the True and 
syllogism is effected to be both true, or both false, ee 
or one tiue and the other false The conclusion, 
however, 1s true or false of necessity Now it 15 
impossible to draw a false conclusion from true 
premusses, but it 1s possible to diaw a true conclusion 
from false premisses, only the conclusion will be 
true not as regards the reason but as regards the 
fact It1is not possible to infer the reason fiom false 
premisses , why this 1s so will be explained later ὃ 

Fustly, then, that it 1s not possible to draw a false Irue 
conclusion from true premiusses will be clea: fiom the Deano τι 
following argument If, when A 1s, B must be, then ἃ se ἀωοα 
if Bis not, A cannot be Therefore if A is true, B 
must be true otherwise 1t will follow that the same 
thing at once 1s and 1s not, which 1s impossible (1 
must not be supposed that, because A has been 
posited as a single term, it 1s possible for any neces- 
sary inference to be drawn from any one assumption, 
fo. this is impossible The necessary inference 1s the 
conclusion, and the fewest means by which this can 
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53 b 
ἐστι, Ou ὧν δὲ τοῦτο γίγνεται ἐλαχίστων τρεῖς ὅροι 


20 δύο δὲ διαστήματα καὶ προτάσεις εἰ οὖν ἀληθὲς 
ὦ τὸ Β “ὑπάρχει τὸ A παντὶ ῶ δὲ τὸ ἂν τὸ Β, ὦ 
τὸ Γ ἀνάγκη τὸ AD ὑπάρχειν, Kat οὐχ οἷόν τε τοῦτο 
ψεῦδος εἶναι ἅμα γὰρ ὑπάρξει ταὐτὸ καὶ οὐχ 
ὑπάρξει τὸ οὖν A ὥσπερ ἕν κεῖται, δύο προτάσεις 

25 συλληφθεῖσαι ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν στερητικῶν 
ἔχει οὐ γὰρ ἐστιν ἐξ ἀληθῶν δεῖξαι ψεῦδος 

Ἔκ ψευδῶν δ᾽ ἀληθὲς ἔστι συλλογίσασθαι καὶ 
ἀμφοτέρων τῶν προτάσεων ψευδῶν οὐσῶν καὶ τῆς 
μιᾶς, ταύτης δ᾽ οὐχ ὁποτέρας ἔτυχεν ἀλλὰ τῆς 
δευτέρας, ἐάνπερ ὅλην λαμβάνη ψευδῆ μὴ OAns δὲ 

80 λαμβανομένης ἐ ἔστιν ὁποτερασοῦν 

[Ἔστω γὰρ τὸ Α ὅλω τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχον τῶν δὲ Β 
μηδενί, μηδὲ τὸ Β τῷ I ἐνδέχεται δὲ τοῦτο, οἷον 
λίθω οὐδενὶ ζῶον, οὐδὲ λίθος οὐδενὶ ἀνθρώπω ἐὰν 
οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ', 
τὸ A παντὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρξει, ὥστ᾽ ἐξ ἀμφοῖν ψευδῶν 

85 ἀληθὲς τὸ συμπέρασμα (πᾶς γὰρ ἄνθρωπος ζῶον) 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τὸ στερητικόν ἔστι γὰρ τῷ Γ μήτε 
τὸ A ὑπάρχειν μηδενὶ μήτε τὸ Β, τὸ μέντοι A 
τῷ B παντί, otov ἐὰν τῶν αὐτῶν όρων ληφθέντων 
μέσον τεθῇ 6 ἄνθρωπος λίθω γὰρ οὔτε ζῶον οὔτε 
ἄνθρωπος οὐδενὶ ὑπάρχει, ἀνθρώπω δὲ παντὶ ζῶον. 

40 ὥστ᾽ ἐὰν ὦ μὲν ὑπάρχει λάβη μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, ὦ 
δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχει παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἐκ ψευδῶν ἀμφοῖν 

ta ἀληθὲς ἔσται. τὸ συμπέρασμα ὁμοίως δὲ δειχ- 
θήσεται καὶ ἐὰν ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἑκατέρα ληφθῆ 


1 ἀλλα τῆς δευτέρας om Bu, Jenkinson 


4.1.6. contrary to the true premiss Cf δ4 ἃ 4 
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be effected are three terms and two connecting 
relations or premisses) If, then, it 1s true that A 
applies to everything to which B does, and that 
B apples where C does, A must apply where C 
does, and this cannot be false, otherwise the same 
attribute will at once apply and not apply Thus 
although A 15 posited as a single term, 1t represents 
the conjunction of two premisses Similarly too with 
negative syllogisms 1t 1s impossible to prove a false 
conclusion from true premisses 

It 1s possible to draw a true conclusion from false How true 
premisses not only when both premusses are false Coppuo"® 
but also when only one 1s false,—not either one in- Maa 
differently, but the second, that 1s if 1t 1s wholly peemiases 
false * 1m the form m which it 1s assumed , otherwise 
the falsity may belong to either premiss 

Let A apply to the whole of C, but to no B, and ἘΠῚ tewe 
let Bapply tonoC Thisis possible eg,‘ animal’ ceca 
apphes to no ‘stone’ and ‘stone’ applies to no (spEin 
‘man’ If, then, 1t is assumed that A applies to all premisses 
B and B to all C, A will apply to all C Thus the ™° 
conclusion from premusses which are both false 1s 
true, for every man is an ammal Sumularly too 
with the negative syllogism For it 1s possible for 
both A and B to apply to no C, and yet for A to apply 
to all B, eg, τῇ the same terms as before are taken, 
with ‘ man’ as the middle term , for neither ἡ animal’ 
nor “ man ’ applies to any stone, but ‘ animal ᾿ apphes 
to everyman Thus τῇ it 15 assumed that that which 
applies to all apples to none, and that which does 
not apply applies to all, although both premisses are 
false, the conclusion drawn from them will be true 
A smmular proof will also obtain if both premusses 
assumed aie partly false 
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oe Ἐὰν δ᾽ ἡ ἑτέρα τεθῆ ψευδής, τῆς μὲν “πρώτης 
ὅλης ψευδοῦς οὔσης, οἵον τῆς ΑΒ, οὐκ ἔσται τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές, τῆς δὲ ΒΓ ἐσται λέγω δ᾽ 
δ ὅλην ψευδῆ τὴν ἐναντίαν, οἷον εἰ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχον 
παντὶ είληπται ἢ εἰ παντὶ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν ἔστω 
γὰρ τὸ Α τῶ B μηδενὶ ὑπάρχον, τὸ δὲ Β τῶ Γ 
παντί ἂν δὴ τὴν μὲν ΒΓ πρότασιν λάβω ἀληθῆ 
τὴν δὲ τὸ ΑΒ ψευδῆ ὅλην, καὶ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν τῶ 
B τὸ A, ἀδύνατον τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθὲς εἶναι 
10 οὐδενὶ γὰρ ὑπῆρχε τῶν I, εἴπερ ὦ τὸ Β, μηδενὶ τὸ 
A, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ 1" “ὁμοίως δ᾽ οὐδ᾽ εἰ τὸ A 
τῶ Β παντὶ ὑπάρχει καὶ τὸ Β τῷ Γ παντί, ἐλήφθη 
δ᾽ ἡ μὲν τὸ Br ἀληθὴς πρότασις ἡ δὲ τὸ ΑΒ 
ψευδὴς ὅλη, καὶ μηδενὶ ὦ ῶ τὸ Β τὸ Α, τὸ συμπέρα- 
σμα ψεῦδος ἐ ἔσται παντὶ γὰρ ὑπάρξει τῶ D τὸ A, 
16 eimep ὦ τὸ B, παντὶ τὸ A, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ Τὶ 
φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι τῆς πρώτης όλης λαμβανομένης 
ψευδοῦς, ἐάν τε καταφατικῆς ἐάν τε στερητικῆς, 
τῆς δ᾽ ἑτέρας ἀληθοῦς, οὐ γίγνεται ἀληθὲς τὸ 
συμπέρασμα μὴ όλης δὲ λαμβανομένης ψευδοῦς 
20 ἔσται εἰ γὰρ τὸ Α τῷ μὲν παντὶ ὑπάρχει TO δὲ 
Β τινί, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ 1, otov ζῶον κύκνω μὲν 
παντὶ λευκῶ δὲ τινί, τὸ δὲ λευκὸν παντὶ κύκνῳ, ἐὰν 
ληφθῆ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῷ 1, τὸ 
A παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρξει ἀληθῶς πᾶς γὰρ κύκνος 
ζῶον ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸν εἴη τὸ ΑΒ 
95 ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β τινὶ ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ T 
μηδενί, τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ ἴ', οἷον ζῷον τινὲ λευκῶ 
χιόνι δ᾽ οὐδεμιᾷ, λευξὸν δὲ πάση χιόνν εἰ οὖν 
ληφθείη τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῷ T, 


ξ 


τὸ A οὐδενὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρξει ἐὰν δ᾽ ἡ μὲν ΑΒ πρό- 
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If, however, only one of the premusses posited 1s (1) One 
false, when the fist, eg, AB, 1s wholly false, the ees 
conclusion will not be true , but when BC is wholly 
false, the conclusion can be true I mean by ‘ wholly 
false’ the contrary statement, ze, if that which 
applies to none 1s assumed to apply to all, or vece versa 
For let A apply tono B, and BtoallC Thenif the Major 
premiss BC which I assume 15 true, and the piemiss ies 
AB 1s wholly false, ze, A apples to all B, the con- tue 
clusion cannot be true , for ex hypothess A applies to 
no C,1f A applies to nothing to which B applies, and 
B apphes to all C Similarly too if A applies to all 
B and B to all C, and the premiss BC which has been 
assumed 1s tiue, but the premiss AB 1s assumed im 
a form which 1s wholly false (viz, that A applies to 
nothing to which B applies) the conclusion will be 
false , for A will apply to all Cif A applies to every- 
thing to which B apples, and B applies to all C 
Thus 1t 1s evident that when the first premiss assumed, 
whether affiamative or negative, 1s wholly false, and 
the other premiss 1s true, the conclusion which follows 
is not true , but it will be tiue if the premiss assumed Major partly 
ig not wholly false For if A applies to all C and to jay ™""" 
some B, and B apples to all C, as eg ‘animal’ 
applies to every swan and to some ‘ white,’ and 
‘white ’ apphes to every swan, and if 1t 1s assumed 
that A apphes to all B and B to all C, A will apply to 
all C, which 1s true, for every swan 1s an animal 
Similarly too supposing that AB 1s negative , for 1t 
is possible for A to apply to some B but to no C, 
and for B to apply to allC as, eg,‘ animal’ applies 
to some ‘ white’ but to no snow, but white apples 
to all snow Supposing then that A 1s assumed to 
apply to no B, and B to all C, A will apply to no C 
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54 
” raat ὅλη ληφθῆ ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ ΒΓ ὅλη ψευδής, ἔσται 


30 συλλογισμὸς ἀληθής οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ A τῶ Β 
καὶ τῶ Τ' παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ τῶ T, 
“ ω ~ 3 “-- “ v A ς 5 7 A 
οἷον ὅσα τοῦ αὐτοῦ γένους εἴδη μὴ ὑπ᾽ ἄλληλα τὸ 
γὰρ ζῶον καὶ inmw καὶ ἀνθρώπω ὑπάρχει, ἵππος δ᾽ 
οὐδενὶ ἀνθρώπω ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ 
86 Β καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ I, ἀληθὲς έσται τὸ συμπέρα- 
σμα ψευδοῦς ὅλης ovons τῆς ΒΓ προτάσεως 
Ὅ / δὲ A “- + ~ AB 
μοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς οὔσης τῆς προ- 
τάσεως ἐνδέχεται γὰρ τὸ A μήτε τῶ Β μήτε τῶ 
Γ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, μηδὲ τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῶ T, οἷον 
“~ > 3 / ͵ \ / \ \ ~ 
τοῖς ἐξ ἄλλου γένους εἰδεσι TO γένος TO yap ζῷον 
δ4Ὁ οὔτε μουσικῆ οὔτ᾽ ἰατρικῆ ὑπάρχει, οὐδ᾽ ἡ μουσικὴ 
3 - A = “~ \ Ἁ ~ 
ἰατρικῆ ληφθέντος ovv τοῦ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ B 
fan) \ \ ~ 9 \ 3, ‘ ? 
τοῦ δὲ B παντὶ τῶ Τ', ἀληθὲς ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα 
Καὶ εἶ μὴ ὁλη ψευδὴς ἡ BL ἀλλ᾽ ἐπί τι, καὶ οὕτως 
” \ la 3 / OA ‘ , 
ἔσται TO συμπέρασμα ἀληθές οὐδὲν yap κωλύει 
\ \ “ \ “ Ψ e 7 \ , 
δ τὸ A καὶ τῶ B καὶ τῶ Τ' ὅλω ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι 
Β τινὶ τῶ T, οἷον τὸ γένος τῶ εἴδει καὶ τῇ διαφορᾷ 
ἢ x ~ \ > 7 \ \ ~ ¢ 3 
τὸ yap ζῶον παντὶ ἀνθρώπω Kat παντὶ weld, 6 ὃ 
ἄνθρωπος τινὶ πεζῶ καὶ οὐ παντί εἰ ovv τὸ A 
παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ληφθείη, τὸ A 
Ἁ ΄-΄ὦ δ ,ὔ Ὁ > > } 
παντὶ TH Τ' ὑπάρξει ὅπερ ἦν ἀληθές 
10 Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς οὔσης τῆς AB προ- 
τάσεως ἐνδέχεται γὰρ τὸ A μήτε τῶ Β μήτε 
ToD Γ ὃ \ εξ 7 A / B 4 ~ Γ Φ 
OT μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β τινὶ τῶ 1", οἷον 
A a ~ 3 3) / ” \ “- Ἁ 
τὸ γένος TO ἐξ ἄλλου γένους εἴδει καὶ διαφορᾷ τὸ 
γὰρ ζῶον οὔτε φρονήσει οὐδεμιᾷ ὑπάρχει οὔτε 
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But if the premiss AB which 15 assumed 1s wholly major true, 
true, and BC 1s wholly false, we shall have a true mor 
conclusion For there 1s no reason why A should false” 
not apply to all B and all C, while B applies to no 
C, ass the case with all species of a genus which 
are not subordinate one to another, for ‘ animal’ 
applies to both horse and man, but * horse’ applies 
tono man Thus if A is assumed to apply to all B, 
and B to all C, the conclusion will be true, although 
the premiss BC 1s wholly false 

Similarly too when the piemiss AB 1s negative 
For it 1s possible that A should apply to no B and to 
genus does not apply to the species of anothe: genus 
no C, and that B should apply to noC, as,eg,a 
For‘ animal ’ applies neither to music nor to medicine, 
nor does music apply to medicine If, then, 1t 18 
assumed that A applies to no B but B apphes to all 
C, the conclusion will be true 

Also if the premiss BC is not wholly but only major true 
partly false, the conclusion will again be true For jumorpartly 
there 1s no reason why A should not apply to the 
whole of both B and C, while B apples to some C, 
as,e g,the genus apples both to the species and to 
the differentia , for ‘animal’ applies to every man 
and to everything that walks on land, while ‘ man’ 
applies to some things which walk on land, but 
not to all Supposing, then, that A 15 assumed to 
apply to all B, and B to all ὦ, A will apply to all C, 
which, as we have seen, 1s tiue 

Similarly too if the premiss AB 1s negative For 
it is possible ἔοι A to apply to no B and to no C, and 
yet for B to applv to some C , 85,6 g , the genus does 
not apply to the species and differentia of another 
genus, ἴοι ‘ammal applies neither to ‘ thought’ 
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54 Ὁ 
θεωρητικῆ, ἡ δὲ φρόνησις τινὶ θεωρητικῆ εἰ οὖν 
15 ληφθείη τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ TH B τὸ δὲ B παντὲ τῶ 
Γ, οὐδενὶ τῶ TP τὸ Α ὑπάρξει τοῦτο δ᾽ ἣν ἀληθές 
Ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν ἐνδέχεται, καὶ 
τῆς πρώτης προτάσεως όλης ovons ψευδοῦς τῆς δ᾽ 
ἑτέρας ἀληθοῦς ἀληθὲς εἶναι τὸ συμπέρασμα, καὶ 
20 ἐπί TL ψευδοῦς οὐσης τῆς πρώτης τῆς δ᾽ ἑτέρας 
ἀληθοῦς, καὶ τῆς μὲν ἀληθοῦς τῆς δ᾽ ἐν μέρει 
ψευδοῦς, καὶ ἀμφοτέρων ψευδῶν οὐδὲν γὰρ κω- 
λύει τὸ ATH μὲν Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ T τινί, 
καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Τ' τινί, otov ζῷον οὐδεμιᾷ χιόνι λευκῶ 
δὲ τινὲ ὑπάρχει, καὶ ἡ χιὼν λευκῶ τινί εἰ οὔν᾽ 
25 μέσον τεθείη ἡ χιὼν πρῶτον δὲ τὸ ζῶον, καὶ 
ληφθείη τὸ “μὲν A ὅλω τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ 
τῷ Γ, ἡ μὲν ΑΒ ὅλη ψευδής, ἡ ἢ δὲ ΒΓ ἀληθής, καὶ 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀ ηθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς 
οὔσης τῆς AB “προτάσεως ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ To A τῶ 
μὲν B ὅλω ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ Γ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ 
80 μέντοι Β τινὶ τῶ Γ ὑπάρχειν, οἵον τὸ ζῶον ἀνθρώπω 
μὲν παντὶ ὑπάρχει λευκῶ δὲ τινὶ οὐχ ἕπεται, ὁ δ᾽ 
ἄνθρωπος τινὶ λευκῶ ὑπάρχει ὥστ᾽ εἰ μέσου 
τεθέντος τοῦ ἀνθρώπου ληφθείη τὸ A μηδενὶ τῷ Β 
ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ 1' ὑπάρχειν, ἀληθὲς ἔ ἔσται 
86 τὸ συμπέρασμα ψευδοῦς οὔσης ὅλης τῆς ΑΒ προ- 
τάσεως 
Καὶ εἰ ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἡ ΑΒ πρότασις, ἔσται τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ Α καὶ 
τῷ Β καὶ τῶ Τ' τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Brad T τινὶ 
ὑπάρχειν, otov τὸ ζῷον τινὲ καλῷ καὶ τινὲ μεγάλω, 
καὶ τὸ καλὸν τινὶ μεγάλω ὑπάρχειν ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῇ 
1 αληθοῦς] ὅλης αληθοῦς nf, Bekker 
2 οὖν] ov erroie preli Bekker 
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nor to ‘ speculative,’ whereas ‘ thought’ apphes to 
some of that which 15 speculative Supposing, then, 
that A is assumed to apply to no B, and B to all C, 
A will apply to no C, and this, as we have seen, 1s 
true 

In the case of particular syllogisms τὸ is possible @ 33" ἘΝ 
for the conclusion to be true both (i) when the first Jogums 
premiss 1s wholly false and the other 1s true, and 
(1) when the first premiss is partly false and the 
other 1s tue, and (an) when the former is true and 
the latter partly false , and (iv ) when both are false 
You (1) there 15 no1eason why A should not apply to Major 
no B but to some C, while B applies to some C, as, fe Sanor 
eg,‘ animal’ applies to no snow but to some ‘ white, te 
and ‘snow ‘applies to some ‘white’ Supposing, 
then, that ‘ snow ‘1s posited as the middle term, and 
‘animal’ as the fist, and 1t 1s assumed that A applies 
to the whole of B and B to some C, AB 1s wholly 
false, but BC 1s true, and the conclusion is tiue 
Similarly too when the premiss AB is negative For 
itis possible for A to apply to the whole of B and 
not to apply to some C, and yet for B to apply to 
some C, as, eg, ‘ animal’ applies to every man, but 
is not a consequent of some ‘ white,’ and ‘man’ 
applies to some ‘ white’, so thatif ‘man ἡ 1s posited 
as the middle term, and it 1s assumed that A applies 
to no B and B applies to some C, the conclusion will 
be true although the piemiss AB 15 wholly false 

(u) Also, if the premiss AB is partly false, the Myor partly 
conclusion can be true For there is no reason why {ye 
A should not apply both to some B and to some C, 
while B applies to some ὦ, as, eg,‘ animal’ applies 
to some ‘ beautiful and some laige,’ and ‘ beauti- 
ful’ apples to some ‘large’ Thus if A is assumed 


419 


ARISTOTLE 


65. TO A παντὶ τῷ Β καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῷ Τ', ἡ μὲν AB 
πρότασις ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἐ ἔσται, ἡ δὲ ΒΓ ἀληθής, καὶ 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς 
οὔσης τῆς ΑΒ “προτάσεως οἵ γὰρ αὐτοὶ ὁροι 
ἔσονται καὶ ὡσαύτως κείμενοι πρὸς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν 

6. IldAw εἰ ἡ μὲν ΑΒ ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ ΒΡ ψευδής, 
ἀληθὲς ἐ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει 
τὸ A τῶ μὲν B όλω ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ " τινί, καὶ τὸ 
Β τῷ Τ' μηδενὶ ὑ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ζῶον κύκνω μὲν πα»- 
τὶ μέλανι δὲ τινί, κύκνος δὲ οὐδενὶ μέλανι ὥστ᾽ εἰ 
ληφθείη παντὶ τῷ Β τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῷ I, ἀλη- 

10 θὲς ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ψευδοῦς ὁ ὄντος τοῦ ΒΓ 

“Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς λαμβανομένης τῆς 
ΑΒ προτάσεως ἐγχωρεῖ yap To A τῶ μὲν Β μη- 
δενὶ τῶ δὲ Γ τινὲ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ 
τῶ Γ, οἷον τὸ γένος τῶ ἐξ ἀλλου γένους εἴδει 
καὶ τῶ συμβεβηκότι τοῖς αὑτοῦ είδεσι τὸ γὰρ ζῶον 

16 ἀριθμῶ μὲν οὐδενὶ ὑπάρχει. λευκῶ δὲ τινὶ οὔ, 6 δ᾽ 
ἀριθμὸς οὐδενὶ λευκῷ ἐὰν οὖν μέσον τεθῆ ὁ ὁ ἀριθμός, 
καὶ ληφθῆ τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ 
Γ 7 TO A τινὶ TO " οὐχ ὑπάρξει, ὅπερ ἣν ἀληθές 
καὶ ἡ μὲν ΑΒ πρότασις ἀληθής, ἡ ἡ δὲ BI ψευδής 

2 Kat εἰ ἐπί τι “ευδὴς ἡ ΑΒ deine δὲ καὶ ἡ ΒΓ 
ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει 
τὸ Α τῷ Β τινὶ καὶ τῶ 1" τινὶ ὑπάρχειν ἑκατέρω, 
τὸ δὲ Β μηδενὶ τῷ Τ', οἷον εἰ ἐναντίον τὸ Β τῷ 1, 
ἄμφω δὲ συμβεβηκότα τῷ αὐτῶ γένει τὸ γὰρ ζῶον 
τινὶ λευκῶ καὶ τοὶ μέλανι ὑπάρχει, λευκὸν δ᾽ 

25 οὐδενὲ μέλανε ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ 
τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ', ἀληθὲς έσται τὸ συμπέρασμα καὶ 
στερητικῆς δὲ λαμβανομένης τῆς ΑΒ ὡσαύτως οἱ 

1 χινὶ οὔ Philoponus (8), Jenkinson τινὶ codd 
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to apply to all B and B to some C, the premiss AB 
wul be partly false, but BC will be true, and the con- 
clusion will be true Similarly too 1f the premiss AB 
is negative , the terms will be the same and will be 
related in the same way for the purpose of the proof 

Gu) Again, if AB 1s tiue and BC false, the con- 
clusion can be true’ For there 1s no reason why A 
should not apply to the whole of B and to some C, 
while B applies to no Ο, as,eg, ‘animal’ applies to 
every swan and to some ἡ black,’ and ‘ swan’ applies 
to no ‘ blach’, so that supposing that A is assumed 
to apply to all B and B to some C, the conclusion will 
be true although BC 1s false 

Similarly too rf the piremiss AB 1s negative For 
1t is possible for A to apply to no B and not to apply 
to some C, while B apphes tonoC, as,eg,a genus 
does not apply to a species fiom anothe: genus, and 
does not apply to some of an accident to its own 
species, for “ animal’ applies to no ‘number’ and 
does not apply to some ‘white,’ and ‘° number’ 
applies to no ‘white’ Thus τ number ‘1s taken as 
the middle term, and A is assumed to apply to no B, 
and B to some C, A will not apply to some C, which, 
as we have seen, 1s true The premiss AB 1s true, 
and BC 1s false 

(iv ) The conclusion can also be true 1f AB 1s partly 


Major tru 
minor fals 


Both 


false and BC is also false For there 1s no reason Beg’ 


why A should not apply to some of both B and C, 
while B apples to no C, eg,1if B 1s contrary to C, 
and both are accidents of the same genus, for 
‘animal ’ applies to some “ white * and some‘ black,’ 
but ‘white’ applies to no ‘black’ Thus τῇ A 1s 
assumed to apply to all B, and B to some C, the con- 
clusion will be true So too if the premiss AB 1s 
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55 ἃ ᾿ 3 \ «@ \ [1 7 θ / A 4 
yap αὐτοὶ ὅροι καὶ ὡσαύτως τεθήσονται πρὸς τὴν 
ἀπόδειξιν 

Καὶ ἀμφοτέρων δὲ ψευδῶν οὐσῶν ἔσται τὸ 
80 συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ A τῷ μὲν Β 
μηδενὶ τῷ δὲ Γ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ 
τῶ Τ', otov τὸ γένος τῷ ἐξ ἄλλου γένους εἴδει καὶ 
τῶ συμβεβηκότι τοῖς εἴδεσι τοῖς αὑτοῦ ζῶον γὰρ 
ἀριθμῶ μὲν οὐδενὶ λευκῶ δὲ τινὶ ὑπάρχει, καὶ ὁ 
ἀριθμὸς οὐδενὶ λευκῶ ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A παντὶ 
7a Β καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῷ T, τὸ μὲν συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές, at δὲ προτάσεις ἄμφω ψευδεῖς 
“Opoiws δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς οὔσης τῆς ΑΒ οὐδὲν 
γὰρ κωλύει τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β ὅλω ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ Γ 
τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, μηδὲ τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῷ 1', οἷον 
ζῷον κύκνω μὲν παντὶ μέλανι δὲ τινὶ οὐχ ὑπάρχει, 
40 κύκνος δ᾽ οὐδενὶ μέλανι ὥστ᾽ εἰ ληφθείη τὸ Α 
5b μηδενὶ τῶ Bro δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ', τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Γ' οὐχ 
ὑπάρχει τὸ μὲν οὖν συμπέρασμα ἀληθές, αἱ δὲ 
προτάσεις ψευδεῖς 
ΠῚ Ἔν δὲ τῶ μέσω σχήματι πάντως ἐγχωρεῖ 
διὰ ψευδῶν ἀληθὲς συλλογίσασθαι, καὶ ἀμφοτέρων 
ὃ τῶν προτάσεων ὅλων ψευδῶν λαμβανομένων. [καὶ 
ἐπί τι ἑκατέρας], καὶ τῆς μὲν ἀληθοῦς τῆς δὲ 
ψευδοῦς οὔσης ὅλης, ὁποτερασοῦν ψευδοῦς τιθε- 
μένης, καὶ εἰ ἀμφότεραι ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς, καὶ εἰ ἡ 
A ~ 3 \ e > 3 9 / \ 9. ¢ X 
μὲν ἁπλῶς ἀληθὴς ἡ δ᾽ ἐπί τι ψευδής, καὶ εἰ ἡ μὲν 
ὅλη ψευδὴς ἡ δ᾽ ἐπί τι ἀληθής, καὶ ἐν τοῖς καθόλου 
10 καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν 
Ki yap τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχει τῷ δὲ LT 


1 καὶ exarepas omitienda οἱ Jenkinson 


¢ These words, 1f not inserted bv error in anticipation of 
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taken as negative, the terms will be the same and 
will be posited in the same relation for the puipose 
of the proof 

The conclusion can also be thue when both pre- 
misses are false For 1t 1s possible for A to apply to 
no B but to some C, while B applies tonoC, as,eg, 
a genus does not apply to a species from another 
genus, but applies to an accident of 1ts own species , 
for ‘animal’ applies to no ‘number’ but to some 
‘white,’ and ‘number’ applies to no ‘ white’ Thus if 
Α 15 assumed to apply to all B and B to some C, the con- 
clusion will be true although both premusses are false 

Similarly too if AB is negative, for there 1s no 
reason why A should not apply to the whole of B 
and yet not apply to some C, while B applies to no 
C, as,eg, animal’ applies to every swan but does 
not apply to some “‘ blach,’ while ‘swan’ applies to 
no “black ’, so that supposing A to be assumed to 
apply to no B, and B to apply to some C, A does 
not apply to some C Thus the conclusion is true 
although the premuisses 816 false 

III In the middle figure it is possible to reach a 
true conclusion by false premisses 1n every combina- 
tion (1) 1f both premisses are wholly false , [if each 
is partly false ,]}? (a1) xf one 15 true and the other 
wholly false, whichever 1s falsely assumed , (au ) if 
both aie paitly false, (av ) xf one 1s absolutely true 
and the other partly false, and f one 1s wholly false 
and the other partly true °—both m universal and 
in particular syllogisms 

GQ) If A apphes to no B but to all C,as, e g ‘animal’ 


the wording in ch 1, are at least tautologous with (m1) and 
spoil the analysis 
ὃ This case 1s not treated in the discussion which follows 


£23 


Second 
figure 
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versil 
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premisses 


ARISTOTLE 


55 b 
παντί, οἷον ζῶον λίθω μὲν οὐδενὶ ἵππω δὲ παντί, 


ἽΝ 3 Ud ~ € 4 A λ ~ A 
ἐὰν ἐναντίως τεθῶσιν αἱ προτάσεις καὶ ηφθῇ τὸ 
Α τῶ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' μηδενί, ἐκ ψευδῶν ὅλων 
τῶν προτάσεων ὀληθὲς ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα 
15 ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τῶ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' μηδενὶ 

ὑπάρχει τὸ A 6 γὰρ αὐτὸς έσται συλλογισμός 
Πάλιν εἰ ἡ μὲν ἑτέρα ody ψευδὴς ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρα ὅλη 
ἀληθὴς οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ A καὶ τῶ Β καὶ τῶ TP 
παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ 7H 1", οἷον τὸ 
ἤ “A \ ς "» »Μ ’ \ Ἁ o~ 4 
γένος τοῖς μὴ ὑπ᾽ ἄλληλα εἴδεσιν τὸ yap ζῶον Kal 
"0 ἵππῳ παντὶ καὶ ἀνθρώπω, καὶ οὐδεὶς ἄνθρωπος 
ἕππος ἐὰν οὔν ληφθῆ τὸ ζῶον τῶ μὲν παντὶ τῷ δὲ 
μηδενὶ ὑ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν ὅλη ψευδὴς ἔσται ἡ δ᾽ ὅλη 
ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθὲς πρὸς ὅποτε- 

ρωοῦν τεθέντος τοῦ στερητικοῦ 

Καὶ εἰ ἡ ἑτέρα ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἡ ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρα ὅλη 
25 ἀληθής ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ ἃ τῶ μὲν Ἔ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν 
τῷ δὲ TD παντί, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ τῶ r, οἷον ζῶον 
λευκῷ μὲν τινὶ κόρακι δὲ παντί, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν 

9 \ / aN ἮΝ “κ᾿ \ “ \ 
οὐδενὲ κόρακι ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A τῶ μὲν B 

Ν on ‘ ve ς 7 ς \ ᾽ὔ 
μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' ὅλω ὑπάρχειν, ἣ μὲν ΑΒ πρότασις 
ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἡ δ᾽ AL ὅλη ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέ- 
8ὺρασμα ἀληθές καὶ μετατιθεμένου δὲ τοῦ στερη- 
τικοῦ ὡσαύτως διὰ γὰρ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἡ ἀπό- 
δειξις καὶ εἰ ἡ καταφατικὴ πρότασις ἐπί τι 
ψευδὴς ἡ δὲ στερητικὴ όλη ἀληθής οὐδὲν γὰρ 

,ὕ Ld 

κωλύει τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β τινὶ ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ ᾿ ὅλω 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῶ Τ᾽, οἷον τὸ ζῶον 
gs λευκῷ μὲν τινὶ πίττῃ δ᾽ οὐδεμιᾷ, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν 


οὐδεμιᾷ πίττῃ ὥστ᾽ ἐὰν ληφθῇ τὸ A ὅλῳ τῷ Β 
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applies to no ‘stone’ but to all ‘ honse,’ 1 the pre- enolly 
misses are taken in the contrary sense and A 15 ici 
assumed to apply to all B but to no C, although the 
premusses are wholly false, the CancliMOn fiom them 
can be true Similarly too if A applies to all B but 
to no C, for we shall get the same syllogism 
(1 ) So again if one premuss 15 wholly false and the Une wrelly 

other wholly true, for there 1s no reason why A one es 
should not apply to all of both B and C, while B Premss 
apples tonoC, 88,6 αὶ , ἃ genus applies to co-ordinate 
species, for ‘animal’ applies both to every hoise 
and to every man, and no manis a horse Thus if 

animal ’ 1s assumed to apply to all of the one and to 
none of the other, one premiss will be wholly true 
and the other wholly false, and the conclusion will 
be true, to whichever of the two terms the negative 
is attached 

(av) So too 1f one piemiss 1s paitly false and the One partly 

other wholly true For it 1s possible for A to apply 234309 
to some B and to all C, while B apphes to no C, as, premiss 
eg, animal’ applies to some ‘ white ’ and to every 
crow, and ‘white’ apphes to no ciow Thus if A 
is assumed to apply to no B but to the whole of C, 
the premiss AB will be paitly false, and AC will be 
wholly true, and the conclusion will be tue Simi- 
larly too if the negative 1s transposed ®, ἔοι the proof 
will be effected through the same terms So too if 
the affirmative piemiss 15 partly false and the negative 
wholly true For there is no reason why A should 
not apply to some B and yet not apply at all to C, 
while B applies to noC, as,eg, animal’ applies 
to some ‘ white ’ but to no pitch, and ‘ white * applies 
to no pitch, so that if A 15 assumed to apply to the 


ὦ 2¢,1f the minor premiss 1s negative 
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55 b 
ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ Γ μηδε,ί, ἡ ἡ μὲν ΑΒ ἐπί τι ψευδής, 


ἡ δ᾽ AD ὅλη ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
μ᾿ εἰ ἀμφότεραι αἱ προτάσεις ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς, 
ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ἐγχωρεῖ yap" To A 
40 Καὶ τῶ Β καὶ τῶ Ν τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ Β μηδενὶ 
56a τῷ Γ, οἷον ζῶον καὶ λευκῶ τινὶ καὶ μέλανι τινί, τὸ 
δὲ Denner οὐδενὶ μέλανι ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ Α τῶ 
μὲν B παντὶ τῶ δὲ Γ μηδενί, ἄμφω μὲν at προτά- 
σεις ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ μετατεθείσης τῆς στερητικῆς διὰ τῶν 
αὐτῶν ὅρων 
δ Φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐν “μέρει συλλογισμῶν 
οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ Α τῶ μὲν. Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ Γ 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Γ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον 
ζῶον παντὶ ἀνθρώπω λευκῶ δὲ τινί, ἄνθρωπος δὲ 
τινὶ λευκῶ οὐχ ὑπάρξει ἐὰν οὖν τεθῇ τὸ A τῶ μὲν 
τ Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ Γ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν 
καθόλου πρότασις ὅλη ψευδής, ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ἀληθής 
καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
᾿Ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ καταφατικῆς λαμβανομένης τῆς 
ΑΒ ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Γ 
τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β τῶ TD τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, 
16 οἷον τὸ ζῷον οὐδενὶ ἀψύχω, λευκῷ δὲ τινὶ οὐχ 
ὑπάρχει," καὶ τὸ ἄψυχον οὐχ ὑπάρξει τινὶ λευκῶ 
ἐὰν οὖν τεθῇ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ TD τινὶ μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν ΑΒ πρότασις ἡ καθόλου ὁλη 
ψευδής, ἡ δὲ AL ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές 
Καὶ τῆς μὲν καθόλου ἀληθοῦς τεθείσης τῆς δ᾽ ἐν 
20 μέρει ψευδοῦς οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ ἃ μήτε τῷ Β 


1 ovy umapye. m, Behher οὔ C?, Jenkinson om ABC? 
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whole of B but to no C, AB will be partly false and 
AC wholly true, and the conclusion will be tiue 
(1) The conclusion can also be true if both pre- Both 
misseseare partly false For 11 1s possible for A to barily false 
apply to some of both B and C, while B apples to no 
C, as, eg, ‘animal’ apphes to some ‘ white’ and 
some ‘blacl,’ but “white applies to no ‘black’ 
Thus if A is assumed to apply to all B but to no C, 
both premusses are partly false, but the conclusion 15 
true Simularly too if the negative premiss 15 trans- 
posed,* the proof being effected through the same 
te1ms 
It is evident that the same also holds good of @! = 
paiticular syllogisms Fo. there 19 no reason why § Vices 
A should not apply to all B and some C, while B does oP νὰ 
not apply to some C, as, 8; “anual ’ applies to fs minor 
every man and to some “ white,’ but ‘ man ἡ will not — 
apply to some ‘white’ Thus if A is taken to apply 
to no B but to some C, the universal premuss 1s wholly 
false, but the particular premiss 1s tue, and so 15 the 
conclusion 
Srmilarly too xf the premiss AB 1s taken as 
affimative , ἔοι 1t 1s possible for A to apply to no B, 
and not to apply to some ὦ, and for B not to apply 
to some C, as,eg, animal’ applies to nothing 
inanimate and does not apply to some ‘ white,’ and 
manimate ’ will not apply to some ‘white’ Thus 
if A is taken to apply to all B and not to apply to 
some C, the universal premiss AB will be wholly 
false, but AC will be true, and the conclusion will be 
true too 
So too if the universal premiss is true and the (1) Major 
particular premuss false For there 1s no reason why false 
α Cf previous note 
4.27 
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μήτε τῶ Γ οὐδενὶ ἕπεσθαι, τὸ μέντοι Β τινὶ τῷ T 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ζῶον οὐδενὶ ἀριθμῶ οὐδ᾽ ἀψύχω, 
καὶ ὃ ἀριθμὸς τινὶ ἀψύχω͵ οὐχ ἕπεται ἐὰν οὖν τεθῆ 
τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ TD τινί, τὸ μὲν συμπέ- 
ρασμα ἔσται ἀληθές, καὶ ἡ καθόλου πρότασις ἀληθὴς 


25 ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ψευδής 


αἱ καταφατικῆς δὲ τῆς καθόλου τιθεμένης 
ὡσαύτως ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ A καὶ τῷ Β καὶ τῶ Γ 
ode ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' μὴ ἕπεσθαι, 
οἷον τὸ γένος τῶ εἴδει καὶ TH διαφορᾷ τὸ γὰρ ee 
παντὶ ἀνθρώπω καὶ ὅλω πεζῷ ἕπεται, ἄνθρωπος 


80 οὐ παντὶ πεζῶ ὥστ᾽ ἂν ληφθῆ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β ὅλῳ 


ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ Γ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν καθόλου 
πρότασις ἀληθὴς ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ψευδής, τὸ δὲ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
Φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων ψευδῶν ἔσται 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές, εἴπερ ἐνδέχεται τὸ Α καὶ 
os \ ~ v4 1 ς a A / A “~ 
τῶ B καὶ τῶ Τ' ddw'* ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι B τινὶ τῶ 


86 TD μὴ ἔπεσθαι ληφθέντος γὰρ τοῦ A τῶ μὲν B 


μηδενὶ τῷ δὲ I τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, at μὲν προτάσεις 
ἀμφότεραι ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ κατηγορικῆς οὔσης τῆς καθόλου 
προτάσεως τῆς δ᾽ ἐν μέρει στερητικῆς ἐγχωρεῖ 
γὰρ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' παντὶ ἕπεσθαι, 


\ \ \ A \ ¢ “ἡ “ A 3 
40 καὺν TO B τινι TW Γ μὴ VTApPYELW, OLOV ζῶον ΕἸἼ- 


/ \ ὃ a 3 θ ,ὔ’ δὲ \ Ψ [2 δ᾽ 
στήμηὴ μεν οὐδεμιᾶ ἀνθρώπω OE παντὶ ἐπεται, ἢ 


668 ἐπιστήμη οὐ παντὶ ἀνθρώπω ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ 


A τῶ μὲν Β ὅλω ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ Γ' τινὶ μὴ ἕπεσθαι, 
at μὲν προτάσεις ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές 

1 ὅλω] τῷ μεν ὅλω 7H δὲ μηδενὶ fort Boethius, c1 Jenkinson 
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A should not be a consequent of none of either B or 
C while B does not apply to some C, as,e g ,‘ animal’ 
apples to no numbe1 o: manimate thing, and 
numbeg 1s not a consequent of some inanimate things 
Thus if A 1s taken to apply to no B but to some C, the 
conclusion and the universal premiss will be true, 
although the particular premuiss will be false 

Similarly too if the universal premiss 1s taken as 
affirmative For it 15 possible for A to apply to the 
whole of both B and C, and yet for B not to be a 
consequent of some Ο 85,6 g , the genus applies to 
the species and the differentia , for ‘ animal’ applies 
to every man and to all ‘ that which walks on land,’ 
but “man ᾿ does not apply to everything that walks 
on land , so thatif A 1s assumed to apply to the whole 
of B but not to apply to some C, the universal premiss 
will be true and the particular false, but the con- 
clusion wall be true 

It is evident also that the conclusion drawn from (μι) Both 
premisses which are both false can be true, since 1 1s pie 
possible for A to apply to the whole of both B and 
C, and yet for B not to be a consequent of some C 
For if A is assumed to apply to no B but to some C, 
both piremusses will be false, but the conclusion will 
be true 

Similarly too if the universal premiss 15 affirmative 
and the particular negative For it 15 possible for 
A to be a consequent of no B but of all C, and ἔοι B 
not to apply to some C 85,69, animil’ 1s a con- 
sequent of no ‘ knowledge’ but of all ‘man,’ and 
‘ knowledge ’ 1s not a consequent of all‘ man’ Thus 
if A is assumed to apply to the whole of B, but not 
to be a consequent of some C, the premusses will be 
false, but the conclusion will be true 
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56 b 3 \ \ > ~ > 4 , \ 
IV Ἔσται δὲ καὶ ἐν τῶ ἐσχάτω σχήματι διὰ 
5 ψευδῶν ἀληθές, καὶ ἀμφοτέρων ψευδῶν οὐσῶν 
ἃ 
ὅλων καὶ ἐπί τι ἑκατέρας, καὶ τῆς μὲν «ἑτέρας 
ἀληθοῦς ὅλης τῆς δ᾽ ἑτέρας ψευδοῦς, καὶ τῆς μὲν 
ἐπί τι ψευδοῦς τῆς δ᾽ ὅλης ἀληθοῦς, καὶ ἀνάπαλιν, 
- ~ ων Ν 
καὶ ὁσαχῶς ἄλλως ἐγχωρεῖ μεταλαβεῖν τὰς προτά- 
7 
σεις οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει μήτε TO A μήτε τὸ Β 
~ \ “ 
10 μηδενὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι A τινὲ τῶ Β 
“ A 
ὑπάρχειν, οἷον οὔτ᾽ ἄνθρωπος οὔτε πεζὸν οὐδενὶ 
ἀψύχω ἕπεται, ἄνθρωπος μέντοι τινὶ πεζῶ ὑπάρχει 
74 ὍΝ ~ \ \ bi \ ~ ig 4 
ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ VT ὑπάρχειν, 
ai μὲν προτάσεις ὅλαι ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τῆς μὲν στερητικῆς τῆς 
15 δὲ καταφατικῆς οὔσης ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ μὲν Β 
ὃ λ “A it e ? \ δὲ A / i t A \ 
μηδενὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ A παντί, καὶ τὸ A τινὶ 
τῷ Β μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον τὸ μέλαν oddevi κύκνω 
ζῶον δὲ παντί, καὶ τὸ ζῶον οὐ παντὶ μέλανι ὥστ᾽ 
av ληφθῇ τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ 1" τὸ δὲ A μηδενί, τὸ 
40 Α τινὶ τῶ Β οὐχ ὑπάρξει καὶ τὸ μὲν συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές, at δὲ προτάσεις ψευδεῖς 
Καὶ εἰ ἐπί τι ἑκατέρα ψευδής, ἔσται τὸ συμπέ- 
3 / 3 \ \ / x 4 \ 4 
ρασμα ἀληθές οὐδὲν yap κωλύει καὶ τὸ A καὶ τὸ B 
τινὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ A τινὲ τῷ B, οἷον τὸ 
λευκὸν καὶ τὸ καλὸν τινὶ ζῴω ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ 
4 4 “~ aN “~ “ A \ 4 
45 λευκὸν τινὲ καλῶ ἐὰν οὖν τεθῇ τὸ A καὶ τὸ B 
οὶ φ 
παντὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχειν, at μὲν προτάσεις ἐπί τι 
ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές καὶ στερη- 
“~ \ ~ θ A € / ὯΝ \ 
τικῆς δὲ τῆς AL τιθεμένης ὁμοίως οὐδὲν yap 
, 4 A A ~ Ἁ e / A \ 
κωλύει τὸ μὲν A τινὶ τῷ Τ' μὴ ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ B 
+ ὁ / A A a \ \ ἐ 7 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ TO A τῷ B μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, 
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IV In the last figure too 1t will be possible to Third figure 
reach a true conclusion by means of false premisses {20 
(. ) when both premisses aie wholly false, (1) when syllogiams 
each gf them 15 partly false, (am ) when one 1s wholly 
true and the other wholly false, Gv) when one 1s 
partly false and the other wholly true, and wce 
versa, and in all other possible combinations of 
premisses For (1) there 1s no reason why, although ¢ ) Both 
neither A nor B apples to any C, A should not apply ‘holy 
to some B as, 6 g , neither ‘man’ nor ‘that which **° 
walks on land’ 15 a consequent of anything in- 
anmmate, yet “man’ applies to some things which 
walk on land Thus if A and B are assumed to 
apply to all C, the premusses will be wholly false, but 
the ‘conclusion will be true Similarly too if one 
premuss 1s negative and the other affirmative For 
it 1s possible for B to apply to no C, and A to all Ὁ, 
and for A not to apply tosome Β as,eg, ‘black’ 
applies to no swan, and ‘ animal’ to every swan, and 
‘animal’ does not apply to everything black, so 
that 1f B is assumed to apply to all C, and A to no C, 

A will not apply tosome B , and the conclusion will be 
true although the premisses are false 

(u ) So too if each of the premisses 1s partly false, (1) Both 
the conclusion can be true For there 1s no reason Po tise 
why both A and B should not apply to some C, while 
Aapphestosome Β as,eg,‘ white’ and‘ beautiful ’ 
apply to some ‘ animal, and ‘ white ’ to some ‘ beauti- 
ful’ Thus if A and B are taken to apply to all (, 
the premisses will be partly false, but the conclusion 
willbe true Similarly too 1f ACis taken as negative 
For 1t is quite possible that A should not apply to 
some C, and B should apply to some C, and A should 
not apply to 411 8Β as,eg,‘ white’ does not apply 
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5860. 
80 οἷον τὸ λευκὸν τινὶ ζώω οὐχ ὑπάρχει, τὸ δὲ καλὸν 


τινὶ ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν οὐ παντὶ καλῶ ὥστ᾽ 
ἂν ληφθῆ τὸ μὲν Α μηδενὶ τῶ Γ τὸ δὲ Β παντίέ, 
ἀμφότεραι μὲν at προτάσεις ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς, -τὸ δὲ 
συμπέρασμα ἀλη ἐς 
“Ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τῆς μὲν ὅλης ψευδοῦς τῆς δ᾽ 
ὅλης ἀληθοῦς λαμβανομένης ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ καὶ τὸ 
86 A καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῷ Τ' ἕπεσθαι, τὸ μέντοι A τινὶ 
τῶ Β μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ζῶον καὶ λευκὸν παντὶ 
κύκνω ἕπεται, τὸ μέντοι ζῷον. οὐ παντὶ ὑπάρχει 
λευκῶ τεθέντων οὖν όρων τούτων ἐὰν ληφθῆ τὸ 
ἐν Β ὅλω τῶ Τ ὑ ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ A ὅλω μὴ ὑπάρχειν, 
ἡ μὲν, Br ὅλη ἔσται ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ AD ὅλη ψευδής, 
40 καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ 
μὲν ΒΡ ψεῦδος τὸ δὲ AT ἀληθές οὗ γὰρ αὐτοὶ ὅροι 
57 ἃ πρὸς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν [μέλαν, κύκνος, ἄψυχον) ἀλλὰ 
καὶ εἰ ἀμφότεραι λαμβάνοιντο καταφατικαί οὐδὲν 
γὰρ κωλύει τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῷ VT ἔπεσθαι, τὸ δὲ Α 
ὅλω μὴ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν, 
δ οἵον κύκνω [μὲν] παντὶ ζῷον, μέλαν δ᾽ οὐδενὶ 
κύκνω, καὶ τὸ μέλαν ὑπάρχει. τινὶ ζώω ὥστ᾽ ἂν 
ληφθῆ τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν 
Br ohn ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ AL ὅλη ψευδής, καὶ τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τῆς AD 
ληφθείσης ἀληθοῦς διὰ yap τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἡ 
ἀπόδειξις 
10 [[άλιν τῆς μὲν ὅλης ἀληθοῦς οὔσης τῆς δ᾽ ἐπί τι 
ψευδοῦς ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρ- 
yew τὸ δὲ A τινί, καὶ τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Β, οἷον δίπουν 


1 5601 Wartz 2 om Bnfu Boethius, Waitz 


@ These are not the same terms as before, they are derived 
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to some animals, and ‘ beautiful’ applies to some, 
and ‘ white ’ does not apply to everything beautiful , 
so that if A is assumed to apply to no C, and B to 
all C,eboth premisses will be paitly false, but the 
conclusion wil be true 

(a) So too if one premuss is wholly false and the 
other wholly true For 1t 1s possible for both A and 
B to be consequents of all C, and yet for A not to 
apply to some Bas, eg, ‘ animal’ and ‘ white’ are 
consequents of all ‘swan,’ yet ‘ animal’ does not 
apply to everything white Thus these terms being 
posited, if 1t 1s assumed that B apples but A does 
not apply to the whole of C, BC will be wholly true 
and AC wholly false, and the conclusion will be true 
Similarly too if BC 1s false and AC true, the same 
terms [blach—swan—inanimate] 5 will serve for the 
puipose of proof So too if both premusses are 
assumed as affirmative For there 1s no reason why, 
while B 1s a consequent of all C, and A does not 
apply to the whole of C, A should not apply to some 
B as,eg, ‘animal’ applies to every swan, ‘ black’ 
to no swan, and ‘ black to some animals, so that if 
A and B are assumed to apply to all C, BC will be 
wholly taue, and AC wholly false, and the conclusion 
will be tiue Similarly if the premiss AC which we 
assume 1s tiue , for the proof will be effected by means 
of the same terms 

(av ) So again when one premuss 1s wholly true and 
the other partly false For it 15 possible for B to 
apply to all C, and A to some C, and for A to apply 
to some Β as,eg,‘ biped’ applies, but ‘ beautiful’ 


(according to the schohiast on 189 a 5-11) from the lost com- 
mentary of Alexander, who saw that a fresh set of examples 
was needed 
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ARISTOTLE 
57 ἃ 

μὲν παντὶ ἀνθρώπω, καλὸν δ᾽ οὐ παντί, Kal τὸ 
καλὸν τινὶ δίποδι ὑπάρχει ἐὰν ouv ,ληφθῆ καὶ τὸ 
Α καὶ τὸ Β ὅλω τῶ Γ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν BD ὅλη 
15 ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ AD emt τι ψευδής, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές ὁμοίως. δὲ καὶ τῆς μὲν ΑΤ' ἀληθοῦς τῆς δὲ 
BP ψευδοῦς ἐπί τι λαμβανομένης μετατεθέντων 
γὰρ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἔσται ἡ ἀπόδειξις καὶ τῆς 
μὲν στερητικῆς τῆς δὲ καταφατικῆς οὔσης ἐπεὶ 
γὰρ ἐγχωρεῖ τὸ μὲν Β ὅλω τῶ Do ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Α 
20 τινί, καὶ ὅταν οὕτως ἔχωσιν. οὐ παντὶ τῶ Β τὸ Α, 
ἐὰν ληφθῇ τὸ μὲν Β ohw τῶ Do ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Α 
μηδενί, ἡ μὲν στερητικὴ ἐπί τι ψευδής, ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρα 
ὅλη ἀληθὴς καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα πάλιν ἐπεὶ δέ- 
δεικται ὃ ὅτι τοῦ μὲν A μηδενὶ ὑ ὑπάρχοντος τῶ ᾿ τοῦ 
26 δὲ Β τινὶ ἐγχωρεῖ τὸ A τινὶ τῶ B μὴ ὑπάρχειν, 
φανερὸν ὅτι καὶ τῆς μὲν AD ὅλης ἀληθοῦς οὔσης 
τῆς δὲ BI’ ἐπί τι ψευδοῦς ἐγχωρεῖ τὸ συμπέρασμα 
εἶναι ἀληθές ἐὰν γὰρ ληφθῆ τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ 
᾿ τὸ δὲ Β παντί, ἡ μὲν AI ὅλη ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ ΒΓ 

ἐπὶ τι ψευδής 
Φανερὸν δὴ" καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν 
80 ὅτι πάντως ἔσται διὰ ψευδῶν ἀληθές of γὰρ αὐτοὶ 
ὅροι ληπτέοι καὶ ὅταν καθόλου wow at προτάσεις, 
οἱ μὲν ἐν τοῖς κατηγορικοῖς κατηγορικοί, οἱ δ᾽ ἐν 
τοῖς στερητικοῖς στερητικοί οὐδὲν γὰρ διαῴερει 
μηδενὶ ὑπάρχοντος παντὶ λαβεῖν ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τινὶ 
ὑπάρχοντος καθόλου λαβεῖν ὑπάρχειν πρὸς τὴν τῶν 
ὅρων ἔκθεσιν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν στερητικῶν 
Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἂν μὲν ἢ τὸ συμπέρασμα ψεῦδος, 
ἀνάγκη ἐξ ὧν ὃ λόγος ψευδῆ εἶναι ἢ πάντα ἡ ἔνια, 
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does not apply, to all ‘ man,’ and ‘ beautiful ’ apples 
to some ‘biped’ Thus τῇ both A and B are assumed 
to apply to the whole of C, BC will be wholly true, 
and AG partly false, but the conclusion will be true 
Similarly too if the assumed premiss AC 1s true and 
BC 1s partly false , the proof can be effected by a 
rearrangement of the same terms So too if one 
premiuss 15 negative and the other affirmative For 
since αὖ 1s possible for B to apply to the whole and A 
to some of C, and when the terms are thus related 
A does not apply to all B, τῇ B 1s assumed to apply to 
the whole and A to none of C, the negative premiss 
will be partly false, but the other will be wholly true, 
and the conclusion will be true Aga, since 1t has 
been shown @ that when A applies to no C and B to 
some C, it 1s possible for A not to apply to some B, 
it is evident that when AC 1s wholly true and BC 
partly false, αὖ 1s still possible for the conclusion to 
be true For 1f A is assumed to apply to no C, and 
B to all C, AC will be wholly true and BC partly false 


It is evident, then, that in the case of particulai () Par 


syllogisms also 1t will be possible under any conditions 
to reach a true conclusion by means of false premisses 

For the same terms aie to be assumed as when the 
piemisses are universal affirmative terms in affirma- 
tive and negative in negative syllogisms For it 
makes no difference to the positing of the terms 
whether we assume that that which applies to none 
apples to all, οἱ that that which applies to some 
apples univeisally Similarly too in the case of 
negative syllogisms 


Thus it is evident that wheieas if the conclusion Why it is 


is false the giounds of the argument, either all or 


@ 54a 1 
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57 a 
ὅταν δ᾽ ἀληθές, οὐκ ἀνάγκη ἀληθὲς εἶναι οὔτε τὶ 


οὔτε πάντα, ἀλλ᾽ ἐστι “μηδενὸς ὄντος ἀληθοῦς τῶν 
ἐν τῶ συλλογισμῶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ὁμοίως εἶναι 
57 b ἀληθές, οὐ μὴν ἐξ a ἀνάγκης. αὐτιον δ᾽ ὅτι ὅταν δύο 
ἔχη οὕτω πρὸς ἄλληλα ὥστε θατέρου ὄντος ἐξ 
ἀνάγκης εἶναι θάτερον, τούτου μὴ ὄντος μὲν οὐδὲ 
θάτερον ἔσται, ὄντος δ᾽ οὐκ ἀνάγκη εἶναι θάτερον 
τοῦ δ᾽ αὐτοῦ ὄντος καὶ μὴ ὄντος ἀδύνατον ἐξ 
ὅ ἀνάγκης etvat τὸ αὐτό λέγω δ᾽ οἵον τοῦ A ὄντος 
λευκοῦ τὸ Β εἶναι μέγα ἐξ ἀνάγκης, καὶ μὴ ὄντος 
λευκοῦ τοῦ A τὸ B εἶναι μέγα ἐξ ἀνάγκης ὅταν 
γὰρ τουδὲ ὄντος λευκοῦ τοῦ A τοδὶ ἀνάγκη μέγα 
εἶναι τὸ Β, μεγάλου δὲ τοῦ Β ὄντος τὸ Τ' μὴ 
λευκόν, ἀνάγκη, εἰ τὸ A λευκόν, τὸ T μὴ εἶναι 
10 λευκόν καὶ ὅταν δύο ὁ ὄντων θατέρου ὄντος ἀνάγκη 
θάτερον εἶναι, τούτου “μὴ ὄντος ἀνάγκη τὸ Α μὴ 
εἶναι τοῦ δὴ Β μὴ ὄντος μεγάλου τὸ A οὐχ οἷόν 
τε λευκὸν εἶναι τοῦ δὲ A μὴ ὄντος λευκοῦ, εἰ 
ἀνάγκη τὸ Β μέγα εἶναι, συμβαίνει ἐξ a ἀνάγκης τοῦ 
μεγάλου μὴ ὄντος αὐτὸ τὸ Β εἶναι μέγα τοῦτο 
16 δ᾽ ἀδύνατον εἰ γὰρ τὸ Β μή ἐστι μέγα, 7o A οὐκ 
ἔσται λευκὸν ἐξ ἀνάγκης εἰ οὖν μὴ ὄντος τούτου 
λευκοῦ τὸ Β ἔσται μέγα, ovpPaiver, εἰ τὸ B μή 
ἐστι μέγα, εἶναι μέγα, ὡς διὰ τριῶν 
V Τὸ δὲ κύκλω καὶ ἐξ ἀλλήλων δείκνυσθαί ἐστι 
τὸ διὰ τοῦ συμπεράσματος καὶ τοῦ ἀνάπαλιν τῆ 
20 κατηγορία τὴν ἑτέραν λαβόντα πρότασιν συμπερά- 
νασθαι τὴν “λοιπήν, ἣ ἣν ἐλάμβανεν ἐν θατέρω συλ- 
λογισμῶ οἷον εἰ ἔδει δεῖξαι ὅτι τὸ A τῶ Τ' παντὶ 





ὦ .χ, 6 premiss 
> Because A stands for the conjunction of two premusses , 
cf 84 ἃ 16-24 
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some of them, must be false, when the conclusion 1s can yield 
tiue, it 15 not necessary for all or any of the grounds a ais 
to be true , but even when no part @ of the syllogism 
is true τὸ 1s possible—although it does not necessarily 
follow—that the conclusion should be true The 
reason for this 1s that when two things are so inter- 
related that when the first 1s the second must be, 
when the second 1s not, neither: will the first be , but 
when the second 1s, the first need not necessarily be 
For it 1s umpossible that the same thing should 
necessarely be whether the same determining factor 
does or does not apply I mean, for example, that 
it 1s umpossible that B should necessarily be great 
both when A 15 white and when Ais not white For 
when, 1f this particular thng A is white, this par- 
ticular thing B must be great, and if B τ great C 
cannot be white, then if A is white, C cannot be 
white And when, if the former of two things 1s, 
the latter must be, 1f the latter 1s not, the forme:, A, 
cannot be Then when B 15 not great, A cannot be 
white Βαΐ τῇ when A 1s not white B must be great, 
it follows of necessity that when B 15 not great B 
itself 2s gieat But this is umpossible, for if B 1s 
not gieat, A will necessaaily not be white Thus if 
B 15 to be great when A 1s not white, it follows that 
if B 15 not great, it 1s great, just as though the proof 
were effected by three terms ὃ 

V Circular or reciprocal proof consists in using Method of 
the conclusion and the simple conversion ὁ of one (iurrecal 
premuiss to demonstrate the remaining premuiss, which proof 
was assumed in the original syllogism, as if, for 
example, supposing that 1t was required to prove 
that A applies to all C, and this had been proved by 


¢ ae the premiss with subject and predicate interchanged 
437 


ARISTOTLE 


57 ὃ 
ὑπάρχει, ἔδειξε δὲ διὰ τοῦ B, πάλιν εἰ δεικνύοι ὅτι 


τὸ Α τῷ Β ὑπάρχει, λαβὼν τὸ μὲν A τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν 
τὸ δὲ Γ τῶ Β, καὶ τὸ Α τῶ Β (πρότερον δ᾽ ἀνά- 
~ % “ 
os παλιν ἔλαβε τὸ Β τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν) 7 εἰ ὅτι τὸ Β τῶ T 
δεῖ δεῖξαι ὑπάρχον, εἰ λάβοι τὸ Α κατὰ τοῦ Τ', ὃ 
ἣν συμπέρασμα, τὸ δὲ Β κατὰ τοῦ A ὑπάρχειν 
(πρότερον δ᾽ ἐλήφθη ἀνάπαλιν τὸ A κατὰ τοῦ B) 
ἄλλως δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν ἐξ ἀλλήλων δεῖξαι εἴτε γὰρ 
80 ἄλλο μέσον λήψεται, οὐ κύκλω (οὐδὲν γὰρ λαμβά- 
νεται τῶν αὐτῶν), εἴτε τούτων τι, ἀνάγκη θάτερον 
μόνον εἰ γὰρ ἄμφω, ταὐτὸ ἔσται συμπέρασμα, δεῖ 
δ᾽ ἕτερον 
ary \ “ - \ > / 3 3 
ν μὲν οὖν τοῖς μὴ ἀντιστρέφουσιν ἐξ ἀναπο- 
δείκτου τῆς ἑτέρας προτάσεως γίγνεται 6 συλ- 
λογισμός οὐ γὰρ ἔστιν ἀποδεῖξαι διὰ τούτων τῶν 
86 ὅρων ὅτι τῶ μέσω τὸ τρίτον ὑπάρχει ἡ τῶ πρώτω 
τὸ μέσον ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἀντιστρέφουσιν ἔστι πάντα 
δεικνύναι dv ἀλλήλων, οἷον εἰ τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β καὶ 
τὸ Τ' ἀντιστρέφουσιν ἀλλήλοις δεδείχθω γὰρ τὸ 
AD διὰ μέσου τοῦ B, καὶ πάλιν τὸ AB διά τε τοῦ 
συμπεράσματος καὶ διὰ τῆς BL προτάσεως ἀντι- 
[4 e [4 A \ 4 f ~ 
40 στραφείσης, ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ TO ΒΓ διά re τοῦ 
588 συμπεράσματος καὶ τῆς ΑΒ προτάσεως ἀντεστραμ- 
/ οι A ͵7 i Ἁ 7 
μένης δεῖ δὲ τήν τε VB καὶ τὴν ΒΑ πρότασιν 
ἀποδεῖξαι ταύταις γὰρ ἀναποδείκτοις κεχρήμεθα 
7 91 a os Α A “-- ¢ 4 
μόναις ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν 
Ἀ Ἁ \ “ \ 37 
καὶ τὸ Τ' παντὶ τῶ Α, συλλογισμὸς ἔσται τοῦ Β 
ὃ πρὸς TOA πάλιν ἐὰν ληφθῇ τὸ μὲν Γ' παντὶ τῷ A 
τὸ δὲ A παντὶ τῷ B, παντὶ τῷ Β τὸ Τ' ἀνάγκη 
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means of B, 1t were then to be proved in turn that A 
apphes to B by assuming that A applies to C and C 
to B, and therefore A to Β, whereas in the original 
syllogism 1t was conversely assumed that B applies 
to C, or if, supposing that it 1s required to prove 
that B applies to C, one should assume that A applies 
as the predicate of C, which was the conclusion 
before, and B as the predicate of A, whereas in the 
original syllogism 1t was conversely assumed that A 
is predicated of Β Reciprocal proof 1s impossible 
in any othe: way οὶ (1) if we assume a different 
middle term, the proof will not be circular, since none 
of the same propositions 1s assumed, and (2) if we 
assume any of them, it must be one only , for if both 
are assumed, we shall have the same conclusion as 
before, whereas we require another 

Thus where conversion is impossible, one of the 
premisses fiom which the syllogism results 1s un- 
demonstrated , ἔοι it 1s umpossible to demonstrate 
from the given terms that the third apples to the 
middle or the middle to the first team But where 
conversion 1s possible, ze, if A and B and C are 
convertible with one another, they can all be proved 
reciprocally For let AC be proved by means of the 
middle B, and AB again by means of the conclusion 
and the piemiss BC converted, and BC also in the 
same way by means of the conclusion and the piemiss 
AB after conversion We must, however, prove the 
premisses CB and BA, for these are the only pre- 
misses of those which we have used that remain un- 
demonstrated If, then, B 1s assumed to apply to all 
C and C to all A, we shall have a syllogism giving 
the relation of B to A Agam, if C 19 assumed to 
apply to all A, and A to all B, C must apply to all B 
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ARISTOTLE 
58 8 
¢ / > > 7 Ἁ / ~ 
ὑπάρχειν ἐν ἀμφοτέροις δὴ τούτοις τοῖς συλλογι- 
σμοῖς ἡ TA πρότασις είληπται ἀναπόδεικτος (αἱ 
γὰρ έτεραι δεδειγμέναι ἤσαν), ὥστ᾽ ἂν ταύτην 
> ὔ ‘ 3, ὃ ὃ fe > 
ἀποδείξωμεν, ἅπασαι ἔσονται δεδειγμέναι δι 

10 ἀλλήλων ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ Τ' παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ τὸ 
Β παντὶ τῶ Α ὑπάρχειν, ἀμφότεραί τε αἱ προτάσεις 
3 [4 / \ \ “~ 
ἀποδεδειγμέναι λαμβάνονται, καὶ TO [ τῶ A 
ἀνάγκη ὑπάρχειν 

Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἐν μόνοις τοῖς ἀντιστρέφουσι 

, ι > 9 , 5 O27 , . 
κύκλω καὶ δι’ ἀλλήλων ἐνδέχεται γίγνεσθαι τὰς 
5 ὔ 5" 4 A ? e / » 

13 ἀποδείξεις, ἐν δὲ τοῖς ἄλλοις ὡς πρότερον εἴπομεν 
συμβαίνει δὲ καὶ ἐν τούτοις αὐτῶ τῶ δεικνυμένω 
χρῆσθαι πρὸς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν τὸ μὲν yap Τ' κατὰ τοῦ 
B καὶ τὸ Β κατὰ τοῦ A δείκνυται ληφθέντος τοῦ T 
κατὰ τοῦ Α λέγεσθαι, τὸ δὲ [T κατὰ τοῦ A διὰ 
τούτων δείκνυται τῶν προτάσεων, ὥστε τῶ συμ- 

ο0 περάσματι χρώμεθα πρὸς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν 

Ἐπὶ δὲ τῶν στερητικῶν συλλογισμῶν woe 
δείκνυται ἐξ ἀλλήλων ἔστω τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ 
e 7) \ δὲ A ὃ \ κ᾿ B / [ 
Τ' ὑπάρχον, τὸ δὲ Α οὐδενὶ τῶν Β συμπέρασμα ὅτι 
\ 2 ae > O\ , A / 
τὸ A οὐδενὶ τῶν Tet δὴ πάλιν δεῖ συμπεράνασθαι 
os ὅτι TO A οὐδενὶ τῶν Β, ὃ πάλαι ἔλαβεν, ἔσται τὸ 
μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ Prd δὲ 1 παντὶ τῶ Β οὕτω γὰρ 
ἀνάπαλιν ἡ πρότασις εἰ δ᾽ ὅτι τὸ Β τῶ T δεῖ 
συμπεράνασθαι, οὐκέθ᾽ ὁμοίως ἀντιστρεπτέον τὸ 
ΑΒ (ἡ γὰρ αὐτὴ πρότασις τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῶ Α καὶ 
τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχευν), ἀλλὰ ληπτέον, ᾧ τὸ 

80 A μηδενὶ ὑπάρχει, τὸ Β παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ἔστω τὸ 

A μηδενὶ τῶν TD ὑπάρχον, ὅπερ ἣν τὸ συμπέρασμα, 


1 yrapyov scripsl ὑπάρχειν 
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Now τῇ both these syllogisms the premiss CA has been 
assumed without beg demonstrated, the others 
were already proved Thus if we demonstrate this, 
they wil all have been proved reciprocally ΤΕ, then, 
C is assumed to apply to all B, and B to all A, both 
the premisses assumed have been demonstrated, and 
C must apply to all A 

Thus 1t 1s evident that circular and reciprocal de- 
monstrations can only be effected where conversion 
is possible , in the case of other syllogisms they can 
only be used as described above In these also it 
happens that we use the very thing which 1s to be 
proved foi the purpose of the demonstration , for 
we prove that C is predicated of B and B of A by 
assuming that C 1s predicated of A, and we prove that 
Ο 15 predicated of A by means of these premuisses , 
so that we use the conclusion for the purpose of the 
demonstration 

In negative syllogisms reciprocal proof 1s effected as 
follows Let B apply to all C,and AtonoB The 
conclusion is that A applies to no C Then if 1% 1s 
required to establish in turn that A apples to no B, 
which was assumed before, we shall have the premisses 
that A apples to no C, and that C applies to all B, 
for in this way the premiss BC is reversed If, on the 
other hand, it 1s required to establish that B applies 
to C, the premiss AB must not be converted again as 
before (for the premiss ‘ B apples to no A’ 1s the 
same as ‘A applies to no B’), but we must assume 
that B applies to all of that to none of which A apphes 4 
Let A apply to no C, which was the conclusion before, 


¢ Aristotle is guilty of peteteo princepu, this is exactly 
what is required to be proved 
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and let 1t be assumed that B applies to all of that to 
none of which A apphes Then B must apply to 
all C 

Thus each of the three propositions has been 
inferred as a conclusion, and that is what eireular 
demonstration 1s, viz, to assume the conclusion and 
the converse of one premuiss, and so infer the remain- 
ing premiss 


In particular syllogisms the universal premuss Recipro αἱ 


cannot be demonstrated by means of the others, but 


proof in 
particular 


the paiticular premiss can That the umiversal svilogisms 


premiss cannot be demonstiated is evident , for the 
universal is proved by universal premusses, but the 
conclusion 1s not univeisal, and we have to draw ou 
proof from the conclusion and the other piremiss 
Moreover, if the premiss 1s converted no syllogism at 
all results, because both premisses become par- 
ticular The particular premiss, however, can be 
demonstiated Let it be proved, by means of B, 
that A is stated of some C Then if B 1s assumed to 
apply to all A, and the conclusion stands, B will apply 
to some ὦ, for we get the fist figuie with A as the 
middle 

If on the other hand the syllogism 1s negative, the 
universal premiss cannot be proved, for the reason 
explaied above But the particular premiss can be 
proved, 1f AB 1s converted in the same way as in 
universal syllogisms , viz , to the effect that B applies 
to some of that to some of which A does not apply ὦ 
Otherwise no syllogism results, because the particular 
premiss 1s negative 

VI In the second figure the affirmative statement 


α Cf 58 a 29 note 
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ARISTOTLE 


58 b A 4 ν᾽ a A 4 ~ / 4 
φατικὸν οὐκ ἔστι δεῖξαι διὰ τούτου τοῦ τρόπου, τὰ 


16 δὲ στερητικὸν ἔστιν τὸ μὲν οὖν κατηγορικὸν οὐ 
δείκνυται διὰ τὸ μὴ ἀμφοτέρας εἶναι τὰς προτάσεις 
καταφατικάς τὸ γὰρ συμπέρασμα στερητικόν" ἐστι, 
τὸ δὲ κατηγορικὸν ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων ἐδείκνυτο κατα- 
φατικῶν τὸ δὲ στερητικὸν ὧδε δείκνυται ὕὑπαρ- 
χέτω τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β τῶ δὲ Τ' μηδενί συμπέρασμα 

90 τὸ Β οὐδενὶ τῶ Γ ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ A 
ὑπάρχον [τῶ δὲ VP μηδενί], ἀνάγκη τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ 
Γ ὑπάρχειν γίγνεται γὰρ τὸ δεύτερον σχῆμα (μέσον 
τὸ Β) εἰ δὲ τὸ ΑΒ στερητικὸν ἐλήφθη θάτερον 
δὲ κατηγορικόν, τὸ πρῶτον ἔσται σχῆμα τὸ μὲν 
γὰρ I’ παντὶ τῶ Α τὸ δὲ Β οὐδενὶ τῶ Γ', ὥστ᾽ 

25 οὐδενὶ τῷ ἃ τὸ Β οὐδ᾽ ἄρα τὸ ATH Β διὰ μὲν 
οὖν τοῦ συμπεράσματος καὶ τῆς μιᾶς προτάσεως 
οὐ γίγνεται συλλογισμός, προσληφθείσης δ᾽ ἑτέρας 
ἔσται 

“Hv δὲ μὴ καθόλου 6 συλλογισμὸς ἢ, ἡ μὲν ἐν 
ὅλω πρότασις οὐ δείκνυται (διὰ τὴν αὐτὴν αὐτίαν 

80 ἥνπερ εἴπομεν καὶ πρότερον), ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει δεί- 
κνυται ὅταν ἢ τὸ καθόλου κατηγορικόν ὑπαρχέτω 
γὰρ τὸ A παντὶ τῷ Β τῶ δὲ DT μὴ παντί συμπέ- 
ρασμα Β] ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ A τῶ 
δὲ I οὐ παντί, τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Γ' οὐχ ὑπάρξει (μέσον 
Β) εἰ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἡ καθόλου στερητική, οὐ δειχθή- 
σεται ἡ ALD πρότασις ἀντιστραφέντος τοῦ ΑΒ 

35 συμβαίνει γὰρ ἡ ἀμφοτέρας ἢ τὴν ἑτέραν πρότασιν 
γίγνεσθαι ἀποφατικήν, ὥστ᾽ οὐκ ἔσται συλλογι- 
σμός ἀλλ᾽ ὁμοίως δειχθήσεται ws καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν 
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cannot be proved by this means, but the negative second 
statement can The affirmative statement cannot be "8™ 
proved because the premisses aie not bothaffirmative, 
for tle conclusion 1s negative, and the affirmative 
statement can only be proved, as we have seen, by 
premisses which are both affirmative The negative 
statement 1s proved as follows Let A apply to 
all B, but to no C The conclusion 15 that B 
apphes to no C Then τῇ B 1s assumed to apply to 
all A, A must apply to no C, for we get the second 
figure with B as the middle term If AB has been 
assumed as negative and the other premiss as affirma~- 
tive, we shall have the first figure , for C applies to 
all A, and B to no C, so that B applies to no A, and 
therefore A tono Β Thus we get no syllogism by 
means of the conclusion and one premiss, but we 
shall have a syllogism if we assume a further 
premiss 7 

If the syllogism 1s not universal, the universal 
premiss cannot be proved, ἔοι the same reason which 
we have explained above®, but the paiticular premiss 
can be proved when the universal statement 1s affirma- 
tive Let A apply to all B, but not to allC The 
conclusion 1s BC Then if B 1s assumed to apply to 
all A, but not to all C, A will not apply to some C 
The middle term is ΒΒ If, however, the unnversal 
piemiss 1s negative, the premiss AC cannot be proved 
by the conversion of AB, for ιὖ follows that erther 
one or both of the premisses become negative, so that 
there will be no syllogism It can, however, be 
proved in a sumilar way to that which was used in the 
case of univeisal syllogisms 2e,1f1t1s assumed that 


@2¢ the converse of the conclusion 
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ἕω καθόλου, ἐὰν ληφθῆ ὦ τὸ Β τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχει τὸ A 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν 
VII ἊἜπὶ δὲ τοῦ τρίτου σχήματος ὅταν μὲν 
49 ἀμφότεραι at προτάσεις καθόλου ληφθῶσω, οὐκ 
ἐνδέχεται δεῖξαι δι᾿ ἀλλήλων τὸ μὲν γὰρ καθόλου 
59a δείκνυται διὰ τῶν καθόλου, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν τούτω συμ- 
πέρασμα ἀεὶ κατὰ μέρος, ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι ὅλως 
οὐκ ἐνδέχεται δεῖξαι διὰ τούτου τοῦ σχήματος τὴν 
καθόλου πρότασιν ἐὰν δ᾽ ἡ μὲν i) καθόλου ἡ δ᾽ 
ἐν μέρει, ποτὲ μὲν ἔσται ποτὲ δ᾽ οὐκ ἔσται όταν 
5 μὲν οὖν ἀμφότεραι κατηγορικαὶ ληφθῶσι καὶ τὸ 
καθόλου γένηται πρὸς τῶ ἐλάττονι -ἄκρω, ἔσται, 
ὅταν δὲ πρὸς θατέρω, οὐκ ἔσται ὑπαρχέτω γὰρ 
τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ δὲ Β τινί συμπέρασμα τὸ 
ΑΒ ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῇ τὸ Τ' παντὶ τῶ ἃ ὑπάρχειν, 
τὸ μὲν Γ' δέδεικται τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχον, τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ 
10 τῷ Γ΄ οὐ δέδεικται καίτοι ἀνάγκη, εἰ τὸ Γ' τινὶ τῶ 
Β, καὶ τὸ Β τινὲ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν ἀλλ᾽ οὐ ταὐτόν 
ἐστι τόδε τῶδε καὶ τόδε τῶδε ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλὰ 
προσληπτέον εἰ τόδε τινὶ τῶδε, καὶ θάτερον τινὶ 
τῶδε τούτου δὲ ληφθέντος οὐκέτι γίγνεται ἐκ τοῦ 
συμπεράσματος καὶ τῆς ἑτέρας προτάσεως ὁ 
15 συλλογισμός εἰ δὲ τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῷ Τ' τὸ δὲ Α 
τινὶ τῷ TD, ἔσται δεῖξαι τὸ AP ὅταν ληφθῆ. τὸ μὲν 
Γ παντὶ τῷ BG ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ A τινί εἰ γὰρ τὸ 
παντὶ τῶ Ἔ τὸ δὲ A τινὶ τῷ Β, ἀνάγκη τὸ A τινὶ 
τῷ 1 ὑπάρχειν (μέσον τὸ B) 
Καὶ ὅταν 7 ἡ μὲν κατηγορικὴ ἡ δὲ στερητική, 
90 καθόλου δ᾽ ἡ κατηγορική, δειχθήσεται ἡ ἑτέρα 
ὑπαρχέτω γὰρ τὸ Β παντὶ τῷ Τ᾽, τὸ δὲ A τινὶ 
μὴ ὑπαρχέτω συμπέρασμα ὅτι τὸ Α τινὶ τῷ Β οὐχ 
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A applies to some of that to some of which B does 
not apply 2 

VII In the third figure, when both premusses are Reciprocal 
assumed as universal, reciprocal proof 1s umpossible , PS aed 
for the universal statement can only be pioved by 447° 
means of universal statements, and in this figure the 
conclusion is always particular , so that it 1s evident 
that the universal premiss cannot be proved at all by 
means of this figure If, however, one premuss 1s 
universal and the other particular, recipiocal proof 
will sometimes be possible and sometimes not When 
both premusses are assumed as affirmative, and the 
universal relation 1s attached to the minor extreme, 
it will be possible, but not when the universal relation 
is attached to the other extreme For let A apply to 
allC,and Btosome C Theconclusionis AB Then 
if C 15 assumed to apply to all A, 1t 1s proved that C 
apples to some B, but not that B apples to some C 
It may be wged that τῇ C apphes to some B, B must 
also apply to some C, but ἡ X apples to Y 1s not 
the same as “ Y apphes to X’, we must make the 
further assumption that if X applies to some Y, Y also 
apples to some X , and τῇ we assume this, the syllo- 
gism 15 no longe: effected by means of the conclusion 
and the other premiss But if B applies to all C, and 
A to some C, the premiss AC can be proved after 
assuming that C applies to all and Atosome Β' For 
if C apples to all B, and A to some B, A must apply to 
some Β Bus the middle term 

When one premiss 1s affirmative and the other 
negative, and the affirmative premuiss 1s univeisal, the 
other can be proved For let B apply to all C, and 
let A not apply tosome C The conclusion 1s that A 
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ὑπάρχει ἐὰν ouv προσληφθῆ τὸ TD παντὶ τῷ Β ὕὑπ- 
ἄρχειν, ἀνάγκη τὸ A τινὶ τῶ ἐν μὴ ὑπάρχειν (μέσον 
τὸ B) ὅταν δ᾽ ἡ στερητικὴ καθόλου γένηται οὐ 
25 δείκνυται ἡ ἑτέρα, εἰ μὴ ὥσπερ ἐπὶ τῶν πρότερον, 
ἐὰν ληφθῆ ὦ τοῦτο τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχει θάτερον τινὶ 
ὑπάρχειν, οἵον εἰ τὸ μὲν Α μηδενὶ τῶ ᾿ τὸ δὲ Β 
τινί συμπέρασμα ὅτι τὸ A τινὲ τῶ Β οὐχ ὑπάρχει 
ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ ὦ τὸ A τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχει τὸ 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἀνάγκη TOT τινὶ τῶν Β ὑπάρχειν 
80. ἄλλως δ᾽ οὐκ ἐστιν ἀντιστρέφοντα τὴν καθόλου 
πρότασιν δεῖξαι τὴν ἑτέραν οὐδαμῶς γὰρ ἔσται 
συλλογισμός 
Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἐν μὲν TO πρώτῳ σχήματι ἡ δι᾽ 
ἀλλήλων δεῖξις διά τε τοῦ τρίτου καὶ διὰ τοῦ πρώ- 
του γίγνεται σχήματος κατηγορικοῦ μὲν γὰρ 
ὄντος τοῦ συμπεράσματος διὰ τοῦ πρώτου, στερήτι- 
κοῦ δὲ διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου λαμβάνεται γὰρ ὦ τοῦτο 
μηδενὶ θάτερον παντὶ ὑπάρχεν ἐν δὲ TH μέσω 
καθόλου μὲν ὄντος τοῦ συλλογισμοῦ δι᾽ αὐτοῦ TE 
καὶ διὰ TOD πρώτου σχήματος, ὅταν δ᾽ ἐν μέρει, δι᾿ 
αὐτοῦ τε καὶ τοῦ ἐσχάτου ἐν δὲ τῶ τρίτω δι 
49 αὐτοῦ πάντες φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι ἐν TH τρίτω καὶ 
τῷ μέσω οἱ μὴ δι’ αὐτῶν γιγνόμενοι συλλογισμοὶ 
οὐκ εἰσὶ κατὰ τὴν κύκλω δεῖξιν ἡ ἀτελεῖς 
585» ΨὙἼΠ Τὸ δ᾽ ἀντιστρέφειν ἐστὶ τὸ μετατιθέντα 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ποιεῖν τὸν συλλογισμὸν ὅτι ἡ τὸ 
ἄκρον τῷ μέσω οὐχ ὑπάρξει ἡ τοῦτο τῶ τελευταίῳ 
ἀνάγκη γὰρ τοῦ συμπεράσματος ἀντιστραφέντος 
ὃ καὶ τῆς ἑτέρας μενούσης προτάσεως ἀναιρεῖσθαι 
@ 58 α 90, Ὁ9, 37 
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does not apply to some Β Then if 1t 1s further 
assumed that C apples to all B, 1t must follow that A 
does not apply to some C The middle term τς B 
But when the negative premiss 15 universal, the other 
cannot be proved, unless, as in the previous examples,* 
it 15 assumed that where one term does not apply to 
some, the other does apply to some £ g, it it is 
assumed that A applies to no C, and B to some C, the 
conclusion 18 that A does not apply tosome Β Then 
if it is assumed that C applies to some of that to some 
of which A does not apply, C must apply to some B 
It 1s umpossible in any other way by converting the 
universal premuiss to prove the other, for in no case 
will there be a syllogism 

Thus 1t is evident that in the first figure reciprocal The figures 
proof is effected both by the third and by the fist παρ μα αὶ 
figure , by the first when the conclusions affirmative, Proof 
and by the last when it 1s negative , for 1t 1s assumed 
that where one term applies to none, the other applies 
to all In the middle figure, when the syllogism 19 
universal, reciprocal proof is possible both by that 
figure itself and by the first figure , when it 1s par- 
ticular, both by that figure and bythe last Inthe thud 
figure all proofs are by the figure itself [Ὁ 15 also evi- 
dent that in the third and middle figures such syllogisms 
as are not effected by these figures themselves are 
either incompatible with circular proof or umperfect ὃ 

VIII Converting a syllogism consists 1n reveising ὃ Conversion 
the conclusion and so constructing the syllogism that eas 
either the majo: extreme will not apply to the middle 
or the latte: will not apply to the last term For if 
the conclusion 15 converted and one premiuss remains 


quantity The same meaning attaches (in this and the two 
following chapters) to ‘ converting ’ 
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59 Ὁ 
τὴν λοιπήν εἰ γὰρ ἔσται, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται 


διαφέρει δὲ τὸ “ἀντικειμένως ἡ ἐναντίως ἀντιστρέ- 
φειν τὸ συμπέρασμα οὐ γὰρ 6 αὐτὸς γίγνεται 
συλλογισμὸς ἑκατέρως ἀντιστραφέντος δῆλον δὲ 
τοῦτ᾽ ἐ ἔσται διὰ τῶν ἑπομένων (λέγω δ᾽ ἀντικεῖσθαι 
10 μὲν τὸ παντὶ τῷ οὐ παντὶ καὶ τὸ τινὶ τῷ οὐδενί, 
ἐναντίως δὲ τὸ παντὶ τῶ οὐδενὶ καὶ τὸ τινὶ τῶ οὐ 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν) 
Ἔστω γὰρ δεδειγμένον τὸ A κατὰ τοῦ TI διὰ 
μέσου τοῦ Β εἰ δὴ τὸ A ληφθείη μηδενὶ τῶ T 
ξ 7ὔ ~ \ / > \ “ ¢ / A 
ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ B παντί, οὐδενὶ τῶ TV ὑπάρξει τὸ B 
\ ? \ \ A ὃ Α ~ QD \ δὲ Β \ ~ 
καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ 1' τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ D, 
16 τὸ A οὐ παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ οὐχὶ ὅλως. οὐδενί οὐ γὰρ 
ἐδείκνυτο τὸ καθόλου διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου σχήματος 
ὅλως δὲ τὴν πρὸς τῶ μείζονι ἄκρω πρότασιν οὐκ 
ἐστιν ἀνασκευάσαι καθόλου διὰ τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς 
ἀεὶ γὰρ ἀναιρεῖται διὰ τοῦ τρίτου σχήματος ἀνάγκη 
γὰρ πρὸς τὸ ἔσχατον ἄκρον ἀμφοτέρας λαβεῖν τὰς 
20 προτάσεις 
\ > \ ¢ \ e [4 
Καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς 6 συλλογισμὸς ὡσαύτως 
4 ‘ \ \ ~ € / \ - 
δεδείχθω γὰρ τὸ Α μηδενὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν διὰ τοῦ 
Ἵ “᾿ oA on \ ~ \ oe / 
οὐκοῦν ἐὰν ληφθῆ τὸ A τῶ [᾿ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν 
τῷ δὲ Β μηδενί, οὐδενὶ τῶν Γ' τὸ Β ὑπάρξει καὶ 
εἰ τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ TT, τὸ A τινὲ τῶ Β 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὶ ὑπῆρχεν 
25 "Hay δ᾽ ἀντικειμένως ἀντιστραφῆ τὸ συμπέρασμα, 
¢ 3 “ \ 
καὶ ob συλλογισμοὶ ἀντικείμενοι καὶ οὐ καθόλου 
ἔσονται γίγνεται γὰρ ἡ ἑτέρα πρότασις ἐν μέρει, 
\ 
ὥστε καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἔσται κατὰ μέρος ἔστω 
γὰρ κατηγορικὸς ὃ συλλογισμός, καὶ ἀντιστρεφέ- 


« Cf De Interp 17 Ὁ 16 ff 
> 29a 16 
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as before, the remaining premiss must be invalidated , 
for if it 1s to be valid, the conclusion must also be 
vahd It makes a difference, however, whether we 
reveise the conclusion in the contradictory οἱ in the 
contrary sense , for we do not get the same syllogism 
by both modes of reversal ‘Lhis will be clear from 
the following explanation (By the contradictory of Contradie 
‘ applying to all’ I mean ‘ not applying to all,’ and of etfs 
‘applying tosome ’‘ applyingtonone , whereas the conversion 
contrary of ‘ applying to all ’ 1s ‘ applying to none,’ and 
of ‘ applying to some ’ 1s “ not applying to some ’) 4 

Let us take it as proved, by means of the middle First figure 
term B, that A is stated of all C Then supposing 4,0™ 
that A 19 assumed to apply to no C, but to all B, B will syllogums 
apply tonoC Andif A apphes to no C, but B applies Sees ete 
to all C, A will not apply to all B, but τὸ does not at 
all follow that it will apply to no B, for, as we have 
seen,’ the universal statement cannot be proved by 
the last figuie In general 1t 1s impossible to invalid- 
ate the major premiss universally by conveision, 
because the refutation 15 always by the third figure, 
since we must assume both premisses im relation to 
the last extreme 

The same also holds if the syllogism 15 negative 
Let 1t be proved, by means of the middle te:m B, that 
A apples tonoC Then if A 1s assumed to apply to 
all C, but tono B, Bwillapply tonoC Andif A and 
B apply to all ὦ, A will apply to some B, but ex 
hypothes: 1t applies to none 

If, however, the conclusion 1s converted in the (2) Contra 
contradictory sense, the syllogisms will also be con- a Lien 
tradictory, and not universal, for one premiss be- 
comes particular, and so the conclusion will also be 
particular For let the syllogism be affirmative, and 
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59 b 3 A ~ 
30 daw οὕτως οὐκοῦν εἰ τὸ A οὐ παντὶ τῶ T τῷ 


δὲ Β παντί, τὸ Β οὐ παντὶ τῶ Τ' καὶ εἰ τὸ μὲν A 
μὴ παντὶ τῶ ΙΝ τὸ δὲ Β παντί, τὸ Α οὐ παντὶ τῶ Β 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς ὁ συλλογισμός εἰ 
γὰρ τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχει τῷ δὲ Β μηδενί, τὸ 
Β τινὲ τῶ Τ' οὐχ ὑπάρξει, οὐχ ἁπλῶς οὐδενί καὶ 
8ῦ εἰ τὸ μὲν A τῶ TD τινὶ τὸ δὲ B παντί, ὥσπερ ἐν 
ἀρχῆ ἐλήφθη, τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρξει 
"Ent δὲ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν ὅταν μὲν 
ἀντικειμένως ἀντιστρέφηται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀναι- 
ροῦνται ἀμφότεραι αἱ προτάσεις, ὅταν δ᾽ ἐναντίως 
40 οὐδετέρα οὐ γὰρ ἔτι συμβαίνει, καθάπερ ἐν τοῖς 
καθόλου, ἀναιρεῖν ἐλλείποντος τοῦ συμπεράσματος 
604 κατὰ τὴν ἀντιστροφήν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐδ᾽ ὅλως ἀναιρεῖν 
δεδείχθω. γὰρ τὸ A κατὰ τινὸς τοῦ Τ' οὐκοῦν ἂν 
ληφθῆ τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Β τινί, 
τὸ A τῷ Β τινὶ οὐχ ὑπάρξει καὶ εἰ TO A μηδενὶ 
τῷ Τ' τῶ δὲ Β παντί, οὐδενὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ Β ὥστ᾽ 
5 ἀναιροῦνται ἀμφότεραι ἐὰν δ᾽ ἐναντίως ἄντι- 
στραφῆ, οὐδετέρα εἶ γὰρ τὸ Α τινὶ τῷ Γ μὴ ὑπάρχει 
τῶ δὲ Β παντί, τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ T οὐχ ὑπάρξει ἀλλ᾽ 
οὔπω ἀναιρεῖται τὸ ἐξ ἀρχῆς, ἐνδέχεται γὰρ τινὶ 
ὑπάρχειν καὶ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν τῆς δὲ καθόλου 
τῆς ΑΒ ὅλως. οὐδὲ γίγνεται συλλογισμός εἰ γὰρ 
10 τὸ μὲν A τινὶ τῶν Τ' μὴ ὑπάρχει τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ 
ὑπάρχει, οὐδετέρα καθόλου τῶν προτάσεων ὁμοίως 
δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς ὁ συλλογισμός εἰ μὲν γὰρ 
ληφθείη τὸ Α παντὶ τῶ 1 ὑπάρχειν, ἀναιροῦνται 


ἀμφότεραι, εἰ δὲ τινί, οὐδετέρα ἀπόδειξις δ᾽ ἡ 
αὐτή 
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let 1t be converted in the sense just deseribed Then 
if A does not apply to all C, but applies to all B, B will 
not apply to allC Andif A does not apply to all C, 
but B does, A will not apply to allB Similarly too if 
the syllogism is negative Forif A apphes to some C 
but to no B, B will not apply io some C, 1t will not 
apply absolutely to none And if A applies to some 
and B to all C, as was originally assumed, A will apply 
to some B 

In the case of particular syllogisms, (1) when the 
conclusion 1s converted in the contradictory sense, 
both premusses are refuted , but (2) when it 1s con- 
verted in the contrary sense, neither premiss 15 re- 
futed For the result is no longer, as 1t was in the 
universal sj llogisms, a 1efutation m which the con- 
clusion after conversion lacks univeisality , on the 
contiary, there 1s no refutation at all (1) Let it be 
proved that A is stated of some C Then if A 1s 
assumed to apply to no C but to some B, A will not 
apply to some Β And if A applies to no C but to 
all B, Bwill apply to no C Thus both premisses are 
refuted But (2) τῇ the conclusion 1s converted in the 
contiary sense, neithei 15 refuted For 1f A does not 
apply to some C, but apphes to all B, B wall not apply 
to some C_ Yet the original assumption 1s not yet 
refuted, because it 1s possible to apply to some and 
yet not to apply to some As for the universal 
piemiss AB, no syllogism at all can be obtained to 
1efute it , for if A does not and B does apply to some 
C, neither premiss 1s universal Similarly too τῇ the 
syllogism is negative For τῇ A is assumed to apply 
to all C, both premisses are refuted , but if to some 
C, neithe: 15 refuted The proof is the same as 
before 
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60 a 
i IX Ἔν δὲ TO δευτέρω σχήματι τὴν μὲν πρὸς 


τῶ μείζονι ἄκρω πρότασιν οὐκ ἔστιν ἀνελεῖν ἐ ἐναν- 
τίως, ὁποτερωσοῦν τῆς ἀντιστροφῆς γιγνομένης 
ἀεὶ γὰρ ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἐ ἐν τῶ τρίτω σχ ματι, 
καθόλου δ᾽ οὐκ ἣν ἐν τούτω συλλογισμός τὴν δ᾽ 
ἑτέραν ὁμοίως ἀναιρήσομεν τῆ ἀντιστροφῆ (λέγω δὲ 
20 τὸ ὁμοίως, εἰ μὲν ἐ ἐναντίως ἀντιστρέφεται, ἐναντίως, 
εἰ δ᾽ ἀντικειμένως, ἀντικειμένως 
“Ὑπαρχέτω γὰρ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β τῶ δὲ Γ' μηδενί 
συμπέρασμα BP ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ Β παντὶ τῷ Γ 
ὑπάρχειν καὶ τὸ ΑΒ μένῃ, τὸ ἃ παντὶ τῶ | ὑπάρ- 
ξει γίγνεται γὰρ τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα εἰ δὲ τὸ Β 
85 παντὶ τῶ I τὸ δὲ A μηδενὶ τῶ Τ', τὸ A οὐ παντὶ 
τῶ Β σχῆμα τὸ ἔσχατον ἐὰν δ᾽ ἀντικειμένως 
ἀντιστραφῆ τὸ Br, ἡ μὲν ΑΒ ὁμοίως δειχθήσεται, 
ἡ δὲ AL ἀντικειμένως εἰ γὰρ τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ 
δὲ A μηδενὶ τῶ Γ, τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Β οὐχ ὑπάρξει 
80 πάλιν ef τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ δὲ A παντὶ τῶ Β, τὸ 
A τινὶ τῶ VT, ὥστ᾽ ἀντικειμένως γίγνεται 6 συλλο- 
γισμός ὁμοίως δὲ δειχθήσεται καὶ εἰ ἀνάπαλιν 
” ¢ / 
ἔχοιεν αἱ προτάσεις 
Εἰ δ᾽ ἔστιν ἐπὶ μέρους 6 συλλογισμός, ἐναντίως 
μὲν ἀντιστρεφομένου τοῦ συμπεράσματος οὐδετέρα 
85 τῶν προτάσεων ἀναιρεῖται, καθάπερ οὐδ᾽ ἐν τῶ 
πρώτω σχήματι, ἀντικειμένως δ᾽ ἀμφότεραι 
κείσθω γὰρ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ 
Γ τινί συμπέρασμα ΒΓ Σᾷἐἐὰν οὖν τεθῆ τὸ Β τινὶ 
τῶ P “ὑπάρχειν καὶ τὸ ΑΒ μένη, συμπέρασμα ἔσται 
ὅτι τὸ Α τινὶ τῷ I οὐχ ὑπάρχει ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ ἀνήρη- 
ται τὸ ἐξ ἀρχῆς ἐνδέχεται γὰρ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν καὶ 
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IX In the second figuie, m whichever sense the 
conversion is effected, the major premiss cannot be 
refuted in the contiary sense , fo. the conclusion will 
always be obtained in the thnd figme, and we have 
seen ὦ that in it there 1s no univeisal syllogism The 
other piemiss, however, can be 1efuted in the same 
sense as the conversion By ‘im the same sense’ I 
mean that τῇ the conversion 1s contrary the 1efutation 
is in the contrary sense, and if contradictory, m the 
contradictory sense 

For example, let A apply to all BbuttonoC The 
conclusion is BC =Then if B 15 assumed to apply to 
all C, and AB stands, A will apply to allC , for we get 
the first figure But if B applies to all C, and A to 
no C, A willnot apply toallB This1is the last figuie 
If on the other hand BC 1s converted in the contra- 
dictory sense, AB will be proved ® as before, but AC 
will be refuted by its contradictory Foi if B applies 
to some C, and A to no C, A will not apply tosomeB, 
and again if B applies to some C, and A to all B, A will 
apply to some C, so that we get a conclusion in the 
contrary sense The proof will be simular also if the 
premusses are in the opposite relation 

If, however, the syllogism 1s particular, when the 
conclusion is converted in the contraiy sense, neither 
of the premisses 1s refuted, just as neither was refuted 
in the first figuie δ. but when im the contradictory 
sense, both areiefuted For let τὸ be supposed that 
A applies to no B but tosome C The conclusion 1s 
BC Then if Bis taken to apply to some C, and AB 
stands, the conclusion will be that A does not apply to 
some C But the original piemiss is not refuted , 
for 1t is possible both to apply to some and not to 
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60 a 
> \ ~ A ‘ 
40 μὴ ὑπάρχειν πάλιν εἰ τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' καὶ τὸ Α 


τινὶ τῶ DT, οὐκ ἔσται συλλογισμός οὐδέτερον γὰρ 
60 b καθόλου τῶν “εἰλημμένων ὥστ᾽ οὐκ ἀναιρεῖται τὸ 
ΑΒ ἐὰν δ᾽ ἀντικειμένως ἀντιστρέφηται, ἃ ἀνδιροῦν- 
ται ἀμφότεραι εἰ γὰρ τὸ παντὶ τῷ Τ τὸ de A 
μηδενὶ τῷ Β, οὐδενὶ τῶ τὸ α ἣν δὲ τινί πάλιν 
εἰ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ [ τὸ δὲ A τινὶ τῶ r, τινὶ τῶ 
5Β τὸ A ἡ αὐτὴ δ᾽ ἀπόδειξις καὶ εἰ τὸ καθόλου 
κατηγορικόν 
X Ἔπὶ δὲ τοῦ τρίτου σχήματος ὅταν μὲν ἐναν- 
τίως ἀντιστρέφηται τὸ συμπέρασμα, οὐδετέρα τῶν 
προτάσεων ἀναιρεῖται κατ᾽ οὐδένα τῶν συλλογι- 
σμῶν, ὅταν δ᾽ ἀντικειμένως, ἀμφότεραι καὶ ἐν 
10 ἅπασιν δεδείχθω γὰρ τὸ A τινὶ τῷ B ὑπάρχον, 
μέσον δ᾽ εἰλήφθω τὸ Yr, ἔστωσαν δὲ καθόλου αἱ 
προτάσεις οὐκοῦν ἐὰν ληφθῆ τὸ A τινὶ τῷ Β μὴ 
ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῷ I’, οὐ γίγνεται συλ- 
ογισμὸς roo A nah aoa Τ᾿. τοῦδ᾽ τὶ τὸ A, πῶ μὲν 
τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχει τῷ δὲ Τ' παντί, οὐκ ἔσται τοῦ Β 
16 καὶ τοῦ I συλλογισμός ὁμοίως δὲ δειχθήσεται 
καὶ εἰ μὴ καθόλου αἱ προτάσεις ἡ γὰρ ἀμφοτέρας 
ἀνάγκη κατὰ μέρος εἶναι διὰ τῆς “ἀντιστροφῆς, ἢ 
τὸ καθόλου πρὸς τῶ ἐλάττονι ,ἄκρω γίγνεσθαι 
οὕτω δ᾽ οὐκ ἣν συλλογισμὸς οὔτ᾽ ἐν τῶ πρώτῳ 
σχήματι οὔτ᾽ ἐν τῶ μέσω 
᾿Εὰν δ᾽ ἀντικειμένως ἀντιστρέφηται," at προτά- 
0 σεις ἀναιροῦνται ἀμφότερας εἶ γὰρ τὸ A μηδενὶ 
τῷ Β τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῷ Τ', τὸ A οὐδενὶ τῶ Γ΄ πάλιν 
εἰ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Γ' παντί, τὸ Β οὐδενὶ 
TH Τ'΄ καὶ εἰ ἡ ἑτέρα μὴ καθόλου ὡσαύτως εἰ 
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apply tosome Again, if B applies to some C and A 
to some C, there will be no syllogism , for neither of 
the assumptions 15 universal Thus ABis not refuted 
If, hewever, the conclusion 1s converted in the con- 
tradictory sense, both premisses are refuted For if 
B applies to all C and A to no B, A will apply to noC, 
whereas before 1t applhed to some Again, if B 
applies to all C and A to some C, A will apply to 
some Β The proof will be the same too if the uni- 
veisal statement 1s affirmative 

X In the third figure, when the conclusion 1s con- Third figure 
verted in the contrary sense, neither premiss is re- "Ὁ" 
futed in any syllogism , but when τη the contiadictory ππλνλ 
sense, both are refuted in all syllogisms ‘For let 1t be by con 
proved that A apples to some B, and let C be assumed Sadictory 
as the middle term, and let the premisses be universal Os 
Then if A 1s assumed not to apply to some B, and Bto * 
apply to all C, we get no syllogism relating A and C 
Again, if A does not apply to some B, but applies to 
all C, there will be no syllogism relating B and C 
There will also be a similai proof if the premisses aie 
not univeisal, for either both piemusses must be 
particular as the result of conversion, or the univeisal 
statement must become attached to the minor ex- 
treme , and under these conditions there 1s no syllo- 
gism, as we have seen,® either in the first or in the 
middle figure 

If, however, the conclusion 1s converted in the con- 
tiadictory sense, both premisses are iefuted For if 
A applies to no B, and B to all C, A will apply to no C 
Again, 1f A apples to no B but to all C, B will apply 
tono C The same also holds τῇ the other premiss 1s 
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60 Ὁ 
yap τὸ A μηδενὲ τῶ B τὸ δὲ Β τινὲ τῷ T, τὸ A 
45 τινὶ THT οὐχ ὑπάρξει εἰ δὲ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ 
τῷ δὲ Γ΄ παντί, οὐδενὶ τῷ Γ' τὸ 
« , \ A > Δ e AA fd 
Opotws δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸς 6 συλλογίσμός 
δεδείχθω γὰρ τὸ A τινὶ τῷ Β μὴ ὑπάρχον, ἔστω 
δὲ κατηγορικὸν μὲν τὸ ΒΓ ἀποφατικὸν δὲ τὸ AD 
οὕτω γὰρ ἐγίγνετο 6 συλλογισμός ὅταν “μὲν οὖν 
τὸ ἐναντίον ληφθῆ TO συμπεράσματι, οὐκ ἔσται 
80 συλλογισμός εἰ γὰρ τὸ ἃ τινὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ 
τῶ Dr, οὐκ ἣν συλλογισμὸς τοῦ A καὶ τοῦ 1 οὐδ᾽ 
εἰ τὸ ‘A πὶ τῶ B rd δὲ ᾿ μηδενί, οὐκ ἣν τοῦ Β 
καὶ τοῦ Γ συλλογισμός ὥστε οὐκ ἀναιροῦνται αἱ 
προτάσεις ὅταν δὲ τὸ ἀντικείμενον, ἀναιροῦνται 
85 εἰ γὰρ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ τὸ Β τῶ TY, τὸ A 
παντὶ τῶ I ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὶ ὑπῆρχεν πάλιν εἰ τὸ A 
\ “ “ \ t \ 
παντὶ τῶ Β τῶ δὲ Τ' μηδενί, τὸ Β oddevi τῶ T 
ἀλλὰ παντὶ ὑπῆρχεν ὁμοίως δὲ δείκνυται καὶ εἰ 
μὴ καθόλου εἰσὶν αἷ προτάσεις γίγνεται γὰρ τὸ 
AT καθόλου τε καὶ στερητικόν, θάτερον δ᾽ ἐπὶ 
μέρους καὶ κατηγορικόν εἰ μὲν οὖν τὸ A παντὶ 
40 τῷ Bro δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Γ΄, τὸ A τινὶ τῶ TP συμβαίνει 
3 3 Ἵ \ ¢ “- ca > 4 A “" 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὶ ὑπῆρχεν πάλιν εἰ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β 
618 τῷ δὲ Γ' μηδενί, τὸ Β οὐδενὶ τῷ Γ΄ ἔκειτο δὲ τινί 
> \ ‘\ \ “ 4 \ A “ 
εἰ δὲ τὸ A twit τῶ Β καὶ τὸ Β τινὲ τῶ T, 
3 f 7 50. 3 \ ‘ “A 
οὐ γίγνεται συλλογισμός οὐδ᾽ εἰ τὸ A τινὶ τῶ B 
τῷ δὲ Τ' μηδενί, οὐδ᾽ οὐτως ὥστ᾽ ἐκείνως μὲν 
ἀναιροῦνται, οὕτω δ᾽ οὐκ ἀναιροῦνται αἵ προτάσεις 
5 Φανερὸν οὖν διὰ τῶν εἰρημένων πῶς ἀντιστρεφο- 
μένου τοῦ συμπεράσματος ἐν ἑκάστῳ σχήματι 
γίγνεται συλλογισμός, καὶ πότ᾽ ἐναντίως τῇ προ- 
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not universal Foruf A applies to no B, and B to some 
C, A will not apply tosome ὁ Andif A applies to 
no B, but to all C, B will apply to no C 

Similarly too if the syllogism 15 negative Let τὸ @)1n 
be proved that A does not apply to some B, and let srilogems 
BC be affirmative and AC negative , for this, as we 
have seen,” 1s how the syllogism 1s effected Then 
when the contrary of the conclusion is assumed, there 
will be no syllogism For if A applies to some B, and 
B to all C, there 1s no syllogism, as we have seen,? 
relating A and C Also if A applies to some B, but 
to no C, there 1s no syllogism, as we have seen,° 
relating Band C Thus the premisses are not refuted 
But when the contradictory of the conclusion 1s 
assumed, they are refuted Fo. if A applies to all 
B, and B to C, A will apply to all C, whereas before 
it applied to none Again, if A applies to all B, but 
to no C, B wall apply to no C, whereas before it 
apphed to all There 15 a sumlar proof also if the 
premuisses aie not universal, fo. AC becomes both 
universal and negative, and the other statement 
particular and affiamative Thus if A applies to all 
B, and B to some Ὁ, 1t follows that A applies to some 
C, whereas before it applied to none Again, if A 
applies to all B, but to no C, B will apply to noC, 
but the assumption was that 1t apphes to some If, 
however, A applies to some B, and B to some C, we 
get no svllogism , nor do we if A applies to some B 
but tonoC Thus in the forme: case the premisses 
are refuted, but in the latte: they are not 

Thus it 1s evident from the foregomg account (1) Summary of 
how sjllogism is effected in each figure when the δ τος 
conclusion 1s conveited, (2) in what cucumstances the chs vm x 
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18 
j τάσει καὶ πότ᾽ ἀντικειμένως, καὶ ὅτι ἐν μὲν τῶ 
πρώτω σχήματι διὰ τοῦ μέσου καὶ τοῦ ἐσχάτου 
γίγνονται οἵ συλλογισμοί, καὶ ἡ μὲν πρὸς τῶ 
10 ἐλάττονι ἄκρω ἀεὶ διὰ τοῦ μέσου ἀναιρεῖται, ἡ δὲ 
πρὸς τῶ μείζονι διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου ἐν δὲ τῶ δευτέρω 
διὰ τοῦ πρώτου καὶ τοῦ ἐσχάτου, καὶ ἡ μὲν πρὸς 
τῷ ἐλάττονι ἄκρω ἀεὶ διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος, 
ἡ δὲ πρὸς τῶ μείζονι διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου ἐν δὲ τῶ 
τρίτω διὰ τοῦ πρώτου καὶ διὰ τοῦ μέσου, καὶ ἡ 
15 μὲν πρὸς τῶ μείζονι. διὰ τοῦ πρώτου ἀεΐ, ἡ δὲ πρὸς 
τῷ ἐλάττονι διὰ τοῦ μέσου 
XI Τί μὲν οὖν ἐστὶ τὸ ἀντιστρέφειν καὶ πῶς 
ἐν ἑκάστω σχήματι καὶ τίς γίγνεται συλλογισμός, 
φανερόν 
Ὃ δὲ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου συλλογισμὸς δεί- 
20 κνυται μὲν ὅταν ἡ ἀντίφασις τεθῆ τοῦ συμπερά- 
σματος καὶ προσληφθῆ ἄλλη πρότασις, γίγνεται δ᾽ 
ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς σχήμασιν ὅμοιον γάρ ἐστι τῇ ἄντι- 
στροφῆ, πλὴν διαφέρει τοσοῦτον ὅτι ἀντιστρέ ETAL 
μὲν γεγενημένου συλλογισμοῦ καὶ εἰλημμένων 
ἀμφοῖν τῶν προτάσεων, ἀπάγεται δ᾽ εἰς ἀδύνατον 
οὐ προομολογηθέντος τοῦ ἀντικειμένου πρότερον, 
ἀλλὰ φανεροῦ ὄντος ὅτι ἀληθές οἱ δ᾽ ὅροι ὁμοίως 
ἔχουσιν ἐν ἀμφοῖν, καὶ ἡ αὐτὴ λῆψις ἀμφοτέρων 
οἷον εἶ TO A τῶ Β παντὶ ὑπάρχει, μέσον δὲ τὸ Γ, 
ἐὰν ὑποτεθῇ τὸ α ἢ μὴ παντὶ ἡ μηδενὶ τῶ Β 
ὑπάρχειν, τῷ δὲ Γ παντί, ὅπερ ἣν ἀληθές, ἀνάγκη 
δ80τὸ Γ τῷ BY μηδενὶ 1 ἢ μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν τοῦτο 
δ᾽ ἀδύνατον, ὦ ὥστε ψεῦδος τὸ ὑποτεθέν ἀληθὲς ἀ ἄρα 
τὸ ἀντικείμενον ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 


2 
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* 2¢ the conclusion whose contradicto1y is assumed as a 
premiss for the process of reduction 
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conclusion 1s the contiary and τῇ what the contra- 
dictory of the original premiss, and (3) that in the 
first figure the syllogisms are effected by means of 
the middle and last figures, and the mmor premiss 
is always refuted by the middle figure and the major 
by the last , in the second figure they are effected 
by the first and the last, and the minor premiss 1s 
always refuted by the first and the major by the last , 
and in the third figure the syllogisms are effected by 
the first and middle figures, and the major premiss 
is always refuted by the first and the minor by the 
middle figure 

XI Thus it 1s evident what conversion 1s, and how 
it is effected m each figure, and what the resulting 
syllogism 15 

A syllogism per zmposszbile 1s proved by positing Proof per 
the contradictory of the conclusion and assuming an pe nets 
additional premiss It 1s effected 1n all three figuies with con 
It 1s sumilar to conversion, but differs from it to this °° 
extent that whereas we convert after a syllogism 
has been effected and both premisses have been 
assumed, when we reduce ad zmpossibzle the contra- 
dictory statement ὃ 1s not first explicitly admitted, 
but 1s manifestly true The terms, however, are 
sumilarly related in both, and the method of assump- 
tion is the same fo. both Κρ, τ A apphes to all B, 
and C is the middle term, 1f we suppose that A does 
not apply to all or applies to none of B, but applies 
to all C, which 1s ex hypothesz true, C must apply to 
none or not applv to allofB But this 1s impossible , 
therefore the supposition was false Thus the op- 
posite? is true Similarly too in the other figmes, 
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61 ἃ 
7 ’ A > Α ὃ / Ἁ A 
σχημάτων ὅσα yap ἀντιστροφὴν δέχεται, Kal τὸν 
διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου συλλογισμόν 
Τὰ μὲν οὖν ἄλλα προβλήματα πάντα δείκνυται 
35 διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς σχήμασι; τὸ δὲ 
καθόλου κατηγορικὸν ἐν μὲν τῶ μέσω καὶ τῶ τρίτω 
δείκνυται, ἐν δὲ τῶ πρώτω οὐ δείκνυται ὑποκεί- 
\ \ "ἊΣ N “ὦν ᾽ς os \ 
σθω yap τὸ ἃ τῶ B μὴ παντὶ ἡ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ 
προσειλήφθω ἄλλη πρότασις ὁποτερωθενοῦν, etre 
leg . e¢ ) \ ' \ \ a 
“0 τῶ A παντὲ ὑπάρχειν τὸ TD etre τὸ B παντὶ τῶ A 
οὕτω γὰρ ἂν εἴη τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα εἰ μὲν οὖν 
ὑπόκειται μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν τὸ A τῶ B, οὐ γί- 
δι b γνεται συλλογισμὸς ὁποτερωθενοῦν τῆς προτάσεως 
λαμβανομένης, εἰ δὲ μηδενί, ὅταν μὲν ἡ ΒΔ προσ- 
λ 67 AA 4 \ 3 -ὠ ὃ 4 
ηφθῆ, συλλογισμὸς μὲν ἔσται τοῦ ψεύδους, οὐ 
δείκνυται δὲ τὸ προκείμενον εἰ γὰρ τὸ Α μηδενὶ 
τῷ Β τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ Δ, τὸ A οὐδενὲ τῶ A 
“ 3 ΚΝ 3 4 “ ᾽ \ \ fant 
ὃ τοῦτο δ᾽ ἔστω ἀδύνατον ψεῦδος apa τὸ μηδενὶ TH 
Β τὸ Α ὑπάρχειν ἀλλ᾽ οὐκ εἰ τὸ μηδενὶ ψεῦδος τὸ 
παντὶ ἀληθές ἐὰν δ᾽ ἡ TA προσληφθῆ, οὐ γίγνεται 
συλλογισμός, οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ὑποτεθῆ μὴ παντὶ τῶ 
τὸ Α ὑπάρχειν ὥστε φανερὸν ὅτι τὸ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν 
1000 δείκνυται ἐν τῶ πρώτω σχήματι διὰ τοῦ 
ἀδυνάτου 
Τὸ δέ γε τινὶ καὶ τὸ μηδενὶ καὶ μὴ παντὶ δεί- 
ξ f \ 4 \ ἴω e 7 
KvuTat ὑποκείσθω γὰρ τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ B ὑπάρ- 
A \ 9\ 2 1 oa \ ~ 5 ~ 
yew, TO δὲ Β εἰλήφθω παντὶ ἢ τινὶ τῶ ΓΤ οὐκοῦν 
ἀνάγκη τὸ A μηδενὶ ἡ μὴ παντὶ τῶ DT ὑπάρχειν 
ms > 2907 ἢ \ 3 \ \ : 
τοῦτο δ᾽ ἀδύνατον (€orw yap ἀληθὲς καὶ φανερὸν 
16 ὅτι παντὶ ὑπάρχει τῶ Τ' τὸ A),’ ὥστ᾽ εἰ τοῦτο 
- > 2 \ \ o~ ἕ 7 ὟΝ \ 
ψεῦδος, ἀνάγκη τὸ A τινὶ τῷ Β ὑπάρχειν ἐὰν δὲ 
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for all examples which admit of conversion admit 
also of inference per empossibile 

All other propositions are demonstrable per am- Universal 
possibele in all three figures, but the universal affirma- *amatire 


proposition 
tive, though demonstrable in the middle and third cannot be 


figures, 1s not demonstrable in the first Let us fleets 
suppose that A does not apply to all, or applies to none, fe aie 
of B , and let us also assume another premuss relating 
to either term, either that C applies to all A or that 
B applies to all D, for in this way we shall have the 
fist figure Now if we have supposed that A does 
not apply to all B, we get no syllogism, to whichever 
of the two terms the assumed premuiss refers , but 
if we have supposed that A applies to no B, (1) when 
BD 1s futher assumed, although we can argue to a 
false conclusion, the point to be proved 1s not demon- 
strated For if A applies to no B, and B to all D, 
Awillapply tonoD Letthisbeimpossible Then 
it is false that A apples tono Β But if ‘A applies 
to no B’ 15 false, 1t does not follow that ‘ A applies 
to all B’istrue (9) And if CA is further assumed, 
we get no syllogism, just as we get none when A 1s 
assumed not to apply to all Β Thus it 1s evident 
that the umiversal affimative proposition is not 
demonstrable per wmpossibile in the fust figure 
The universal negative proposition, however, and Proof of the 
the particular, whether affimative or negative, are PRMGUS 
demonstrable Let A be assumed to apply to no 
B, and let B be taken to apply to all or some of C 
Then 1t necessarily follows that A applies to none, 
or does not apply at all, of C But this 1s umpossible 
(fo. let 1t be true and evident that A apples to all 
C), then if this 1s false, A must apply to some B 
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“A “~ / 
πρὸς TO' A ληφθῆ ἡ ἑτέρα πρότασις, οὐκ ἔσται 
3 ,ὔ ~ 
συλλογισμός οὐδ᾽ ὅταν τὸ ἐναντίον TH συμπερά- 
“- \ f 
σματι ὑποτεθῆ, οἷον τὸ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν φανερὸν 
οὖν ὅτι τὸ ἀντικείμενον ὑποθετέον ὴ 
f δ 7 ἅ \ -“Ο e , 
Πάλιν ὑποκείσθω τὸ A τινὲ τῷ B ὑπάρχειν, 
\ ων > 2 ἴω 
20 εἰλήφθω δὲ τὸ Τ' παντὶ τῶ ἃ ἀνάγκη οὖν τὸ T 
“ “-- 353. f 
τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν τοῦτο δ᾽ ἔστω ἀδύνατον, wore 
50 1 @ θέ 3 δ᾽ a iA θὲ 4 ὃ \ 
ψεῦδος TO ὑποτεθέν εἰ δ᾽ οὕτως, ἄληθες TO μηδενὶ 
¢ 7 e ’ ὃ \ Ἁ 3 \ 2). / Ἢ 
ὑπάρχειν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ στερητικὸν ἐλήφθη τὸ 
~ ’ 
ΓΑ εἰ δ᾽ ἡ πρὸς τῶ Β είληπται πρότασις, οὐκ 
, λλ ἢ A δὲ 1 2 , e a 
ἔσται συλλογισμός ἐὰν δὲ τὸ ἐναντίον ὑποτεθῇ, 
Ἁ 
25 συλλογισμὸς μὲν ἔσται καὶ τὸ ἀδύνατον, οὐ δεί- 
td \ ~ 
κνυται δὲ τὸ προτεθέν ὑποκείσθω yap παντὶ τῶ 
4 ~ 3 
Β τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ 1' τῶ A εἰλήφθω παντί 
»»" A 4 ““" 7 “- 
οὐκοῦν ἀνάγκη τὸ Τ' παντὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν τοῦτο 
ἀδύνατον, ὥστε ψεῦδος τὸ παντὲ τῶ Β τὸ A 
3 - 
ὑπάρχειν ἀλλ᾽ οὔπω γε ἀναγκαῖον, εἰ μὴ παντί, 
ς / \ \ 3 ~ 
ὁ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν ὁμοίως de καὶ εἰ πρὸς TH B 
/ 
ληφθείη ἡ ἑτέρα πρότασις συλλογισμὸς μὲν yap 
3 “ 3 
ἔσται Kal TO ἀδύνατον, οὐκ ἀναιρεῖται δ᾽ ἡ ὑπόθεσις, 
ὥστε τὸ ἀντικείμενον ὑποθετέον 
‘ δὲ A \ \ ὃ A ς 7 ~ \ 
Πρὸς δὲ τὸ μὴ παντὶ δεῖξαι ὑπάρχον τῶ Β τὸ A 
\ ~ 
ὑποθετέον παντὶ ὑπάρχειν εἰ yap τὸ A παντὶ τῶ B 
\ A \ -ς A 4 “A {2 > 3 
8 καὶ τὸ LD παντὶ τῶ A, τὸ 1" παντὶ τῷ B ὥστ᾽ εἰ 
»-» LO 7 50 A ς θ 4 ς é \ 
τοῦτο ἀδύνατον, ψεῦδος τὸ ὑποτεθέν ὁμοίως δὲ 
A > 4 “~ 2\ 7 θ ε ς»ὔ ? 4 
Kat εἰ πρὸς τῶ Β ἐλήφθη ἡ ἑτέρα πρότασις καὶ 
εἰ στερητικὸν ἣν τὸ VA ὡσαύτως καὶ γὰρ οὕτω 
ἽΝ Α ~ hs 
γίγνεται συλλογισμός ἐὰν δὲ πρὸς τῷ B ἢ τὸ 
? 3 
στερητικόν, οὐδὲν δείκνυται ἐὰν δὲ μὴ παντὶ 
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But if the other premiss assumed is attached to A, 
there will be no syllogism , noi when the contrary 
of the conclusion 15 assumed, viz, that A does not 
applysto some Β Thus it 1s evident that we must 
assume the contradictory of the conclusion 

Again, let τὸ be supposed that A apples to some 
B, and let C be assumed to apply to all A Then C 
must apply to some Β Let this be impossible, so 
that the supposition 15 false But if this 15 so, 1t 15 
true that A applies to no ΒΒ Similarly too 1f the 
assumed premiss CA had been negative But if the 
premiss attached to B 15 assumed, there will be no 
syllogism If, however, the contrary proposition 1s 
assumed, there will be a syllogism and an argument 
per wmpossibile, but the proposition is not demon- 
stiable Let it be supposed that A apphes to all B, 
and let C be assumed to apply to all A Then C 
must apply to all B But this 15 impossible , and so 
it 1s false that A applies to all B But it 1s not zpso 
facto necessary that if 1t does not apply to all, it 
applies to none Similarly too supposing that the 
other premiss assumed 1s attached to B, for there 
will be a syllogism and an argument per zmpossibile, 
but the hypothesis is not refuted Therefore we 
must assume the contradictory of the conclusion 

To prove that A does not apply to all B we must 
suppose that 1t applies to all For if A apphies to all 
B, and C to all A, C will apply to all B , so that 1f this 
15 umpossible, the supposition 1s false Similarly too 
if the other premiss had been attached to B The 
same also holds 1f CA has been taken as negative , 
for τῷ this way too we get a syllogism But if the 
negative proposition 1s attached to B, there 1s no 
demonstration If, however, we suppose, not that 
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6ib 2 \ , ¢ 7 ς A > , ¢ > 
40 ἀλλὰ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν ὑποτεθῆ, od δείκνυται ὅτι od 


παντὶ ἀλλ᾽ ὅτι οὐδενί εἰ γὰρ τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ Β τὸ 
654 δὲ Τ' παντὶ τῶ A, τινὶ τῷ Bro V ὑπάρξει εἰ οὖν 
΄-Ἡτ 3 3 / “~ 4 \ δ a - 
τοῦτ᾽ ἀδύνατον, ψεῦδος τὸ τινὲ ὑπάρχειν τῶ Β 
τὸ Α, ὥστ᾽ ἀληθὲς τὸ μηδενί τούτου δὲ δει- 
4 “ % 3 / 4 ‘ ~ 
χθέντος προσαναιρεῖται τὸ ἀληθές τὸ yap ATSB 
τινὶ μὲν ὑπῆρχε, τινὶ δ᾽ οὐχ ὑπῆρχεν ἔτι οὐ παρὰ 
\ ¢ / } \ 3 / a \ 
δτὴν ὑπόθεσιν συμβαίνει TO ἀδύνατον ψεῦδος yap 
aA ” 3 3 > “~ \ ; lay ’ 
ἂν εἴη, εἴπερ ἐξ ἀληθῶν μὴ ἔστι ψεῦδος συλλογίσα- 
“-- > 3 \ 3 7 ς / iy A y 
σθαι viv δ᾽ ἐστὶν ἀληθές, ὑπάρχει yap τὸ A τινὶ 
~ Ψ 9 >) e / \ [4 7 9 \ 
τῷ B ὥστ᾽ οὐχ ὑποθετέον τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἀλλὰ 
, ¢ \ 1 3 ἢ 1. ie 7 sas ἢ 
παντί ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχον τῶ Β τὸ 
1 A δεικνύοιμεν εἰ γὰρ ταὐτὸ τὸ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν 
\ \ \ Ὁ / e 9 AN 3 “-“- 3 / 
Kal μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ αὐτὴ ἀμφοῖν ἀπόδειξις 
Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι οὐ τὸ ἐναντίον ἀλλὰ τὸ ἀντικεί- 
μενον ὑποθετέον ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς συλλογισμοῖς οὕτω 
A \ 5» “~ »” ‘ \ 3 / 3 3 
γὰρ τὸ ἀναγκαῖον ἔσται καὶ τὸ ἀξίωμα ἔνδοξον εἰ 
A 4 4 aN ᾽ ‘ > / / 
yap κατὰ παντὸς ἢ φάσις ἡ ἀπόφασις, δειχθέντος 
¢ » ¢ > / > ,ὔ \ / 9 
16 ὅτι ody ἡ ἀπόφασις, ἀνάγκη τὴν κατάφασιν adn- 
φ 7 > \ 4 > ᾽ A 
θεύεσθαι πάλιν εἰ μὴ τίθησιν ἀληθεύεσθαι τὴν 
/ 3 4 3 ~ \ 9 / A 
κατάφασιν, ἔνδοξον τὸ ἀξιῶσαι τὴν ἀπόφασιν τὸ 
δ᾽ ἐναντίον οὐδετέρως ἁρμόττει ἀξιοῦν οὔτε γὰρ 
2 »- > \ \ “~ \ Ἃ > ? 
ἀναγκαῖον, εἰ τὸ μηδενὶ ψεῦδος, τὸ παντὶ ἀληθές, 
37, 3 ,ἢ e 3 / “~ LA / 
οὔτ᾽ ἔνδοξον ws εἰ θάτερον ψεῦδος, ὅτι θάτερον 
5 / 
ἀληθές 


8 XII Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἐν τῶ πρώτω σχήματι τὰ 
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A applies to all, but that 1t applies to some B, what 
is proved is not that 1t does not apply to all, but that 
it apphes to none’ For if A applies to some B, and 
C to al A, C will apply to some Β Then 1 this 1s 
impossible, it 1s false that A applies to some B, and 
therefore true that 1t applies to none But by this 
proof the truth is refuted too, for the supposition 
was that A applies to some and also does not apply 
to some B- Moreover the impossibility does not 
result from the hypothesis , for 1f1t did, the hypothesis 
would be false, since a false conclusion cannot be 
drawn from true premisses , but actually 1t 1s true, 
because A appliestosome B Thus we must suppose, 
not that A applies to some B, but that it applies to 
all Similarly too if we should tiy to prove that A 
does not apply to some B, for since ‘ not to apply 
to some ’ and ‘ not to apply to all’ are the same, the 
proof will be the same for both 

Thus it 1s evident that in all syllogisms we must In all cases 
suppose not the contiary but the contradictory of ἐπ ΤΟΣ 
the conclusion , foi in this way we shall secure logical of the con 
necessity, and our claim will be generally admitted SNe°R, 
For if ether the asseition or the negation of a given assumed 
predicate is tiue of every given subject, then when 
it 1s proved that the negation 1s not true, the 
affirmation must be true, and on the other hand if 
it is not maintained that the affirmation 1s true, the 
claim that the negation is true will be generally 
admitted But the claim that the contiary statement 
is tue meets neithe: requirement, for 1¢ 1s not a 
necessary consequence that if ‘1t applies to none’ 
is false, ‘1t applies to all’ is true, nor 1s 1t generally 
admitted that τῇ the one 1s false the other 15 true 

XII Thus 1t 1s evident that in the first figure, Reduction 

in e 


467 


62a 


ARISTOTLE 


μὲν ἄλλα προβλήματα πάντα δείκνυται διὰ τοῦ 
> f A 4 / 4 3 ΄ 

ἀδυνάτου, τὸ δὲ καθόλου καταφατικὸν. οὐ δείκνυται 
ἐν δὲ τῶ μέσω καὶ τῷ ἐσχάτω καὶ τοῦτο δείκνυται 
κείσθω γὰρ τὸ ἃ μὴ παντὶ τῶ BS ὑπάρχειν, εἰλήφθω 
δὲ τῶ Γ' παντὶ ὑπάρχειν τὸ οὐκοῦν εἰ τῶ μὲν 


ὁ" Β μὴ παντὶ τῶ δὲ Γ' παντί, οὐ παντὶ τῷ Β τὸ Γ 


" > 207 ” \ \ Ψ \ 
τοῦτο δ᾽ ἀδύνατον ἔστω yap φανερὸν ὅτι παντὶ 
“ι' @ 7 Α ¢ ~ A ξ ’ 
τῷ Β ὑπάρχει τὸ Γ΄, ὥστε ψεῦδος τὸ ὑποκείμενον 
1A θ 4 / A \ ¢ ’ὔ 3 ὃ 4 % 9 , 
ἀληθὲς dpa τὸ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν ἐὰν δὲ τὸ ἐναντίον 
~ ld A ‘ 9 , 
ὑποτεθῆ, συλλογισμὸς μὲν ἔσται Kal TO ἀδύνατον, 


9 Α A 
80 οὐ μὴν δείκνυται TO προτεθέν εἰ yap τὸ A μηδενὶ 


88 


“"" “~ “~ 4 -ἠ 
τῷ Β τῷ δὲ Τ' παντί, οὐδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ [ τοῦτο δ᾽ 
3 “ a “~ \ \ ee / > ᾽ 
ἀδύνατον, ὥστε ψεῦδος τὸ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν ἀλλ 

“- ~ , 
οὐκ εἰ τοῦτο ψεῦδος TO παντὶ ἀληθές 
“ / 

Ὅτε δὲ τινὲ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει τὸ A, ὑποκείσθω τὸ A 

μηδενὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν, τῶ δὲ Τ' παντὶ ὑπαρχέτω 
~ ~ ¢ > a 
ἀνάγκη οὖν τὸ Τ' μηδενὶ τῶ B wor’ εἰ τοῦτ᾽ 
3 4 3 ᾽ Α A ~ φ / 35 ? 
ἀδύνατον, ἀνάγκη τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν ἐὰν ὃ 
ὑποτεθῆ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ταὔτ᾽ ἔσται ἅπερ ἐπὶ 
τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος 
/ ς / \ \ ΄- ε ᾽ὔ ~ 

Iladw ὑποκείσθω τὸ A τινὶ τῷ Β ὑπάρχειν, τῶ 

\ \ e 4 > 2 εν Ἁ \ 
δὲ Τ' μηδενὶ ὑπαρχέτω ἀνάγκη οὖν τὸ I τινὶ 

“ ~ A 
τῷ B μὴ trapyew ἀλλὰ παντὶ ὑπῆρχεν, ὥστε 


40 ψεῦδος τὸ ὑποτεθέν οὐδενὶ ἄρα τῶ Β τὸ Α ὑπάρξει 


Ὅτε δ᾽ οὐ παντὶ τὸ Α τῶ Β, ὑποκείσθω παντὶ 


65} ὑπάρχειν, τῶ δὲ Τ' μηδενί ἀνάγκη οὖν τὸ T 


\ ~ ς Ζ - > 39. 9 Ὁ ᾿ 
μηδενὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν τοῦτο δ᾽ ἀδύνατον, ὥστ 
ἐλ θὲ 4 \ A ¢ ,ὔ Α εν μὲ 
ἄληθες τὸ μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι 

1 ταὔτ᾽ ἔσται Jenkinson ταῦτ᾽ ἔσται 
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whereas all other propositions are demonstrable per second 
empossibile, the universal affirmative 1s not so demon- δον 
strable In the middle and last figures, however, 
even tlas is demonstrable Let A be supposed not Universal 
to apply to all B, and let 1t be assumed that A apphes ee 
to all C Then if it does not apply to all B, but 
apphes to allC,C willnot apply toallB But thus 15 
mpossible For let τὸ be evident that C applies to 
all B, so that the supposition 15 false Then itis tiuc 
that A applies to all Β But if we adopt the con- 
trary hypothesis, although there will be a syllogism 
and an argument per zmpossibile, the proposition 1s 
not demonstrable For if A apphes to no B, but to 
all C, C will apply to no Β But this 15 umpossible , 
and so 1t 1s false that A applies tono Β But 1t does 
not follow that if this 1s false, 1t 1s true that A applies 
to all B 

When A applies to some B, let 1t be supposed that Particular 
A apphes to no B, but let it apply to all C Then *7™ative 
C must apply tono ΒΒ Thus τῇ this 1s umpossible, A 
must apply tosome Β If1t 1s supposed not to apply 
to some, we shall have the same result as im the first 
figure 

Again, let A be supposed to apply to some B, but Universal 
let 14 apply to no C Then necessarily C does not "°8*4¥¢ 
apply tosome ΒΒ But originally 1t apphed to all, and 
so the supposition 1s false Therefore A will apply 
to no B 

When A does not apply to all B, let 1t be supposed Particular 
to apply to all B, but tono C Then C must apply "8" 
to no Β But this 1s impossible , and so it 1s true 
that A does not apply to all B Thus it 1s evident 


« 61 b 39 ff 
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62 b , e λλ A , ὃ Ἁ “~ / 
πάντες οἱ συλλογισμοὶ γίγνονται διὰ τοῦ μέσου 


σχήματος 
5 XUI Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου κείσθω 
γὰρ τὸ A τινὶ τῷ Β μὴ ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ YP πᾶντί τὸ 
ἄρα Α τινὶ τῶ ᾿ οὐχ ὑπάρχει εἰ οὖν τοῦτ᾽ ἀ- 
δύνατον, ψεῦδος τὸ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ὥστ᾽ ἀληθὲς τὸ 
παντί ἐὰν δ᾽ ὑποτεθῇ μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, συλλο- 
10 γισμὸς μὲν ἔσται καὶ τὸ ἀδύνατον, οὐ δείκνυται δὲ 
τὸ προτεθέν ἐὰν γὰρ τὸ ἐναντίον ὑποτεθῇ, ταῦτ᾽ 
ἔσται ἅπερ ἐπὶ τῶν πρότερον ἀλλὰ πρὸς τὸ τινὶ 
ὑπάρχειν αὕτη ληπτέα ἡ ὑπόθεσις εἰ γὰρ τὸ A 
μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Γ' τινὶ τῶ Β, τὸ A οὐ παντὶ τῶ 
εἰ οὖν τοῦτο ψεῦδος, ἀληθὲς τὸ A τινὲ τῶ Β 
ὑπάρχειν 
15 Ὅτε δ᾽ οὐδενὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει τὸ Α, ὑποκείσθω 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, εἰλήφθω δὲ καὶ τὸ Τ' παντὶ τῶ Β 
ὑπάρχον οὐκοῦν ἀνάγκη τῷ Τ' τινὶ τὸ Ad . ὑπάρχειν 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐδενὶ ὑπῆρχεν, ὥστε ψεῦδος τινὶ τῷ Β ὑπάρ- 
yew τὸ A ἐὰν δ᾽ ὑποτεθῆ παντὶ τῷ Β ὑπάρχειν 
τὸ Α, οὐ δείκνυται τὸ προτεθέν, ἀλλὰ πρὸς τὸ μὴ 
20 παντὶ ὑπάρχειν αὕτη ληπτέα Κ᾿ ὑπόθεσις εἰ yap 
TO A παντὶ τῶ B καὶ τὸ 1' τινὶ τῷ Β,τὸ Ad ὑπάρχει 
τινὶ τῶ Γ τοῦτο δὲ οὐκ ἢν, ὥστε ψεῦδος τὸ παντὶ 
ὑπάρχειν εἰ δ᾽ οὕτως, ἀληθὲς τὸ μὴ παντί ἐὰν δ᾽ 
ὑποτεθῆ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, ταὔτ᾽ ἔσται ἃ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν 
προειρημένων 
86 Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι ἐν ἅπασι τοῖς διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου 
συλλογισμοῖς τὸ ἀντικείμενον ὑποθετέον δῆλον δὲ 


1 χαὖτ εσται ἢ, Jenkinson ταῦτ εσται 
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that all the syllogisms can be effected by the second 
figure @ 

XIII Similarly they can all be effected by means Reduction 
of theelast figure Let A be supposed not to apply pete vy 
to some B, but to apply to all C Then A does not Affirmative 
apply to some C Then if this is umpossible, it 15 fous 
false that A does not apply to some B, and so it 1s 
true that τὸ apples to all But if τὸ 1s supposed to 
apply to none, although there will be a syllogism 
and an argument per zmpossibile, the proposition 1s 
not demonstrable , for if the contrary hypothesis 1s 
adopted, we shall have the same result as before ὃ 
This hypothesis must be chosen to piove that A 
applies to some ΒΒ Fou if A applies to no B, and C to 
some B, A will not apply to all C Then if this 1s 
false, 1t is true that A apples to some B 

When A applies to no B, let τὸ be supposed to apply Negative 
to some , and let C also be assumed to apply to all B ona 
Then A must apply to some C But originally it 
applied to none, and so it 1s false that A applies to 
some Β If A is supposed to apply to all B, the 
proposition 1s not demonstrable, this hypothesis 
must be chosen to prove that A does not apply to all 
For if A apphes to all B, and C to some B, A apples 
to some C But before this was not so, therefore 
it 15 false that A apples to all B, and if this 15 so, 
it 1s tiue that it does not apply to all But if it 1s 
supposed to apply to some, the result will be the 
same as those which we have described above ° 

Thus it is evident that im all syllogisms per wm- 
possibile it 1s the contradictory assumption that must 
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62 b 
\ / ~ / 
καὶ ὅτι ἐν τῶ μέσῳ σχήματι δείκνυταί πως τὸ 


& X > “ 3 , Ἁ ‘4 
καταφατικὸν καὶ ἐν τῶ ἐσχάτω τὸ καθόλου 
XIV Διαφέρει ἡ εἰς τὸ ἀδύνατον ἀπόδειξις τῆς 
o~ ~ , Δ ή 3 a > 
80 δεικτιιςῆς TH τιθέναι ὃ βούλεται ἀναιρεῖν ἀπάγουσα 
» ¢ 

eis ὁμολογούμενον ψεῦδος ἡ δὲ δεικτικὴ ἄρχεται 

/ “ 
ἐξ ὁμολογουμένων θέσεων ' λαμβάνουσι μὲν οὖν 
3 ’ ὃ , / ¢ A 4 9 3 
ἀμφότεραι δύο προτάσεις ὁμολογουμένας ἀλλ 
μὲν ἐξ ὧν ὃ συλλογισμός, ἡ δὲ μίαν μὲν τούτων 

“ / 

95 μίαν δὲ τὴν ἀντίφασιν τοῦ συμπεράσματος καὶ 
eva μὲν οὐκ ἀνάγκη γνώριμον εἶναι τὸ συμπέ- 
ρασμα, οὐδὲ προυπολαμβάνειν ὡς ἔστιν ἡ οὔ ἔνθα 
δὲ > / ¢ 3 v ὃ 7 δ᾽ δὲ 7 κὰν 

é ἀνάγκη ὡς οὐκ ἔστιν διαφέρει δ᾽ οὐδὲν φάσιν ἢ 
2 
ἀπόφασιν εἶναι τὸ συμπέρασμα, ἀλλ᾽ ὁμοίως ἔχει 
περὶ ἀμφοῖν 
2 A A “~ / \ A ~ 
Απαν δὲ τὸ δεικτικῶς περαινόμενον καὶ διὰ τοῦ 
\ \ ~ 

49 ἀδυνάτου δειχθήσεται, Kal τὸ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου 

δεικτικῶς, διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων " ὅταν μὲν γὰρ ὁ 

~ / 
e8a συλλογισμὸς ἐν TH πρώτω σχήματι γένηται, TO 
ἀληθὲς ἔσται ἐν τῶ μέσω ἡ TO ἐσχάτω, τὸ μὲν 
στερητικὸν ἐν τῶ μέσω τὸ δὲ κατηγορικὸν ἐν τῶ 
ἐσχάτω ὅταν δ᾽ ἐν τῶ μέσω ἢ ὃ συλλογισμός, τὸ 

5 ἀληθὲς ἐν τῶ πρώτω ἐπὶ πάντων τῶν προβλημά- 
των ὅταν δ᾽ ἐν τῷ ἐσχάτω 6 συλλογισμός, τὸ 
ἀληθὲς ἐν τῶ πρώτω καὶ τῶ μέσω, τὰ μὲν κατα- 
φατικὰ ἐν τῷ πρώτω τὰ δὲ στερητικὰ ἐν τῶ μέσω 

“Horw γὰρ δεδειγμένον τὸ A μηδενὶ ἡ μὴ παντὶ 
τῷ B διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος οὐκοῦν ἡ μὲν 

10 ὑπόθεσις ἣν τινὲ τῷ Β ὑπάρχειν τὸ A, τὸ δὲ Γ 


1 θεσεων αληθῶν A 
2 ὅρων ΑΒ. ὅρων, οὐκ ἐν τοῖς aurois δε σχήμασιν uolgo 
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be made It 1s also clear that in a sense the affirma- 
tive proposition 1s demonstrable m the middle figure 
and the universal in the last figure @ 

XIVe Proof per zmpossibile differs from ostensive Proof per 
proof in that the former posits that which 1t intends Bieta 
to refute by reducing it to an admutted fallacy, with osten 
whereas the latter proceeds from admitted posrtions “°° 
Both indeed assume two admitted premisses , but 
whereas the latter assumes those from which the 
syllogism proceeds, the former assumes one of these 
and one which 1s the contradictory of the conclusion , 
and in the latter the conclusion need not be known, 
nor need it be presupposed to be true or not, but 
in the former 1t must be presupposed not to be true 
It makes no difference, howeve1, whether the con- 
clusion 1s affirmative or negative , the procedure 1s 
the same in both cises 

Every pioposition which 1s established ostensively 
can also be proved per wnpossibile, and vice versa, by 
means of the same terms ἴοι when the syllogism ὃ 
is effected in the first figure, the truth ¢ will appear 
in the middle or last figure the negative im the 
middle and the affirmative m the last When the 
syllogism 15 in the middle figure, the tiuth will appear 
in the first figuie with icspect to all propositions 
When the syllogism 15 in the last figure, the truth 
will appear in the first or the middle affirmative in 
the first, negative in the middle figure 

For example, let it be proved by the first figure Reduction 
that A applies to none, οὐ does not apply to all, of B direct proof 
Then the hypothesis was that A applies to some B, by Baroco 


2 62 a 23-37, Ὁ 5-9, 14-18 
6 4e the reduction ad ampossibile 
¢ 4¢ the ostensive syllogism 
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ἐλαμβάνετο τῶ μὲν A παντὶ ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ B 
οὐδενί οὕτω γὰρ ἐγίγνετο ὃ συλλογισμὸς καὶ τὸ 
ἀδύνατον τοῦτο δὲ τὸ μέσον σχῆμα, εἰ τὸ T τῶ 
\ A ~ δὲ Β ὃ \ ς , νιν \ 
μὲν A παντὶ τῶ δὲ Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχει Kat φανερὸν 
ἐκ τούτων ὅτι οὐδενὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχει τὸ 
Ὅ / ὃ \ t 3 \ ‘ ὃ ἫΝ ¢ ? 
potws δὲ καὶ εἰ μὴ παντὶ δέδεικται ὑπάρχον 
é 
ἡ μὲν γὰρ ὑπόθεσίς ἐστι παντὶ Umapyew, τὸ δὲ T 
ἐλαμβάνετο τῶ μὲν Α παντὶ τῶ δὲ Β οὐ παντί 
\ 3 \ 7 \ ¢ oA ry 
Kal εἰ στερητικὸν λαμβάνοιτο τὸ TA ὡσαύτως καὶ 
γὰρ οὕτω γίγνεται τὸ μέσον σχῆμα 
7 U \ ἐ / “~ \ ¢ 4 
Πάλιν δεδείχθω τινὶ ὑπάρχον TH Bro ἃ ἡ μὲν 
τῆν ς / \ ς ? ‘ Ν > 7 
οὖν ὑπόθεσις μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ Β ἐλαμβάνετο 
παντὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχειν καὶ τὸ Α ἢ παντὶ ἡ τινὶ τῷ Γ 
οὕτω γὰρ ἔσται τὸ ἀδύνατον τοῦτο δὲ τὸ ἐσχατον 
Ὁ] 3 4 A A \ ~ \ 4 
σχῆμα, εἰ τὸ A καὶ τὸ B παντὲ τῶ TI καὶ φανερὸν 
ἐκ τούτων ὅτι ἀνάγκη τὸ A τινὶ τῶ B ὑπάρχειν 
¢ ᾽ ‘ A ? Ἁ »“" , é ) % 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τινὲ τῶ Τ' ληφθείη ὑπάρχον τὸ 
B70 A 
? > ~ / / / \ 4 
Πάλιν ἐν τῶ μέσω σχήματι δεδείχθω τὸ A παντὶ 
τῶ Β ὑπάρχον οὐκοῦν ἡ μὲν ὑπόθεσις ἣν μὴ 
παντὶ τῶ Β τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, είληπται δὲ τὸ A παντὶ 
τῷ Τ' καὶ τὸ Τ' παντὶ τῶ Β οὕτω γὰρ ἔσται τὸ 
ἀδύνατον τοῦτο δὲ τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα, τὸ Α 


80 παντὶ τῷ UD καὶ τὸ Γ᾿ παντὶ τῷ Β ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ 
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3 \ / e 7 ε Ν Ν ε / ee 
εἰ τινὶ δέδεικται ὑπάρχον ἡ μὲν yap ὑπόθεσις ἣν 
λ “ 4 ς / U \ \ 
μηδενὲ τῶ B τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, είἰληπται δὲ TO A 
\ ζω \ \ ‘ a 2 \ Νὴ 
παντὶ τῶ Τ' καὶ τὸ Τ' τινὶ τῷ Β εἰ δὲ στερητικὸς 
δ ? ξ \ 4 id 8 A “ 
6 συλλογισμός, ἡ μὲν ὑπόθεσις τὸ ἃ τινὶ τῶ Β 
€ ? ” ‘ A ‘ ~ ‘ 4 
ὑπάρχειν, εἴληπται δὲ τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ [T καὶ τὸ T 
᾿ a ν / : “ ΄- % 
παντὶ τῶ B, ὥστε γίγνεται τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα καὶ 
> ‘ i ξ 7 > Ἁ \ A ἴω 
εἰ μὴ καθόλου 6 συλλογισμός, ἀλλὰ τὸ A wwii τῶ Β 
/ \ ¢ “ ιν 7 ¢ ’ Ἁ 
δέδεικται μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ὡσαύτως ὑπόθεσις μὲν 
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and C was assumed to apply to all A but to no B, 
this was how the syllogism and the argument per 
wmpossibile were effected But this is the middle 
figurepif C apphes to all A but to no B, and 1t 1s 
evident from these premisses that A apples to no B 

Similarly too if 1t has been proved not to apply to 
all The hypothesis 1s that 1t apples to all, and it 
was assumed that C applies to all A but not to all B 
The same also holds supposing that CA 1s taken as 
negative, ἔοι in this case too we get the middle 
figure 

Again, let 1t be proved that A applies to some B 
Then the hypothesis 1s that 1t applies to none, and 
B was assumed to apply to all C and A to all or some 
of C , for 1t1s τῷ this way that the proof per ampossibile 
will result This is the last figme, if A and B apply 
to all C , and it 1s evident from these premisses that 
A must apply to some B  Simulaily too supposing 
that B or A is taken to apply to some C 

Again in the second figure let 1t be proved that A 
apphes to all B Then the hypothesis was that A 
does not apply to all B, and the assumptions were 
that A applies to all C and C to all B, for it 1s τῷ this 
way that the proof per wnpossibile williesult This 1s 
the first figure, when A applies to all C and C to all 
B Similarly too if A has been proved to apply to 
some B The hypothesis was that A apples to no 
B, and the assumptions were that A applies to all C 
and C to some 8 If the syllogism 1s negative, the 
hypothesis was that A applies to some B, and the 
assumptions were that A applies to no C and C to 
all B, so that we get the fust figure The same also 
holds if the syllogism 1s not universal, but it has been 
proved that A does not apply to some B, ἴοι the 
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63 8 
γὰρ παντὶ τῶ B τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, εἴληπται δὲ τὸ A 


“ \ “~ ef 
μηδενὶ τῶ Τ' καὶ τὸ Τ' τινὶ τῶ Β οὕτω γὰρ τὸ 
πρῶτον σχῆμα 
πάλιν ἐν τῷ, τρί 4 δεδείχθω τὸ A ὶ 
40 Πάλιν ἐν τῶ τρίτω σχήματι δεδείχθω τὸ A παντὶ 
“ ΄- ξ \ ς 7 “ 
τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν οὐκοῦν ἡ μὲν ὑπόθεσις ἣν μὴ 
“A f \ 
63> παντὶ τῶ Β τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, εἴληπται δὲ τὸ TD παντὶ 
~ - , A 7 
τῶ Β καὶ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Τ' οὕτω γὰρ ἔσται τὸ 
~ ~~ ~ δ iA 
ἀδύνατον τοῦτο δὲ τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα ὡσαύτως 
/ € \ \ δ 7 
δὲ καὶ εἰ ἐπί τινος ἡ ἀπόδειξις ἡ μὲν γὰρ ὑπόθεσις 
\ om \ A ¢ δ δὲ \ r \ 
6 undevi τῶ Β τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, είληπται δὲ τὸ Τ' τινὶ 
“~ al > \ 
τῶ B καὶ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Γ᾽ εἰ δὲ στερητικὸς 6 
7 ς “0 \ \ A \ “~ B e ,ὔ 
συλλογισμός, ὑπόθεσις μὲν TO A τινὶ τῶ B ὑπάρ- 
“~ \ \ a“ 
yew, εἰληπται δὲ τὸ I τῶ μὲν A μηδενὲ τῶ δὲ 
an ~ ¢ , 
Β παντί τοῦτο δὲ τὸ μέσον σχῆμα ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ 
3 \ θ “λ ¢ 3 ᾽ὃ ς 40 \ \ 
εἰ μὴ καθόλου ἡ ἀπόδειξις ὑπόθεσις μὲν γὰρ 
“~ 3 
10 ἔσται παντὲ τῶ Β τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, εἴληπται δὲ τὸ 
“ \ \ ~ 4 - ~ \ 4 
Γ 7d μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ B τινέ τοῦτο δὲ τὸ 
μέσον σχῆμα 
\ “ ¢ x ἴω 2 “" “ \ 
avepov οὖν ὅτι διὰ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων Kal δεικ- 
τικῶς ἔστι δεικνύναι τῶν προβλημάτων ἕκαστον 
\ 4 aA 53 n 1 ς , 2.» \ 
[καὶ διὰ τοῦ ἀδυνάτου] ἡ ὁμοίως δ᾽ ἔσται καὶ 
15 δεικτικῶν ὄντων τῶν συλλογισμῶν εἰς ἀδύνατον 
ἀπάγειν ἐν τοῖς εἰλημμένοις ὅροις, ὅταν ἡ avTi- 
κειμένη πρότασις τῶ συμπεράσματι ληφθῇ γί- 
γνονται γὰρ οἱ αὐτοὶ συλλογισμοὶ τοῖς διὰ τῆς 
ἀντιστροφῆς, ὥστ᾽ εὐθὺς ἔχομεν καὶ τὰ σχήματα 
L ὧν ἕκαστον ἔσται δῆλον οὖν ὅτι πᾶν πρόβλημα 
20 δείκνυται κατ᾽ ἀμφοτέρους τοὺς τρόπους, διά τε 
τοῦ ἀδυνάτου καὶ δεικτικῶς, καὶ οὐκ ἐνδέχεται 
χωρίζεσθαι τὸν ἕτερον 
XV Ἢ; 7 δὲ ? 2 > 9 7 
ν ποίω δὲ σχήματι ἔστιν ἐξ ἀντικειμένων 
1 καὶ αδυνατου om AC, Wartz 
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hypothesis was that A apples to all B, and 
the assumptions were that A applies to no C, 
and C to some B, for in this way we get the first 
figure + 

eae in the third figure let 1t be proved that A 
applies to all B Then the hypothesis was that A 
does not apply to all B, and the assumptions were that 
C applies to all B and A to all Ὁ, for 1t1s m this way 
that the proof per wmpossibile will result , and this 1s 
the first figure The same also holds τῇ the demon- 
stiation proves a paiticular conclusion, fo. then the 
hypothesis was that A applies to noB, and the assump- 
tions were that C apples to some B and A to all C 
If the syllogism 1s negative, the hypothesis was that 
A apples to some B, and the assumptions were that 
C apphes to no A but to all Β Thisis the middle 
figure Sumilarly too if the demonstration proves a 
particular negative conclusion, the hypothesis will 
be that A apples to all B, and the assumptions were 
that C apphes to no A but tosome Β This1s the 
middle figure 

Thus 1t 1s evident that each of these propositions 
can also be proved ostensively by means of the same 
terms Simulaily too if the syllogisms are ostensive 
it will be possible to employ reduction ad wmpossibile 
by using the terms already taken, 1f we assume the 
premiss which contradicts the conclusion For we 
get the same syllogisms as we obtained by conversion , 
and so we have at once the very figures by which each 
one will be effected It 15 clear, then, that every 
propesition can be proved in both ways, both per 
empo sible and ostensively , and that neither method 
can be separated from the other 
XV In which figures we can and cannot draw a Conelusions 
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63 b , / \ 3 / > » 
προτάσεων συλλογίσασθαι Kal ἐν ποίω οὐκ ἔστιν, 


“5 a? 7 Yj δ᾽ > i ~ 
ὧδ᾽ ἔσται φανερόν λέγω ἀντικειμένας εἶναι 
25 προτάσεις κατὰ μὲν τὴν λέξιν τέτταρας, οἷον τὸ 
“ \ “ 
παντὶ τῷ οὐδενί, καὶ τὸ παντὶ τῷ οὐ παντί, Καὶ τὸ 
» “᾿ / > 3 ? 
τινὶ τῷ οὐδενί, Kal TO τινὶ τῶ οὐ τινί, κατ᾽ ἀλήθειαν 
“- ~ A \ \ 
δὲ τρεῖς τὸ yap τινὶ τῶ od τινὶ κατὰ τὴν λέξιν 
᾽ὔ 3 3 / A 
ἀντίκειται μόνον τούτων δ᾽ ἐναντίας μὲν τὰς 
“-- A , ~ 
καθόλου, TO παντὶ TH μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν (ovov τὸ 
“ os ’ ~ 
30 πᾶσαν ἐπιστήμην εἶναι σπουδαίαν TH μηδεμίαν 
“ 3 > 
εἶναι σπουδαίαν), τὰς δ᾽ ἄλλας ἀντικειμένας 
Ἔν μὲν οὖν τῶ πρώτω σχήματι οὐκ ἔστιν ἐξ 
ἀντικειμένων προτάσεων συλλογισμὸς οὔτε κατα- 
φατικὸς οὔτε ἀποφατικός, καταφατικὸς μὲν ὅτι 
ΕῚ a > Α 
ἀμφοτέρας δεῖ καταφατικὰς εἶναι τὰς προτάσεις, 
86 αἱ δ᾽ ἀντικείμεναι φάσις καὶ ἀπόφασις, στερητικὸς 
δὲ ὅτι αἱ μὲν ἀντικείμεναι. τὸ αὐτὸ τοῦ αὐτοῦ 
κατηγοροῦσι καὶ ἀπαρνοῦνται, τὸ δ᾽ ἐν τῶ πρώτω 
f 3 / 3 3 a > > > 4 \ 
μέσον οὐ λέγεται κατ᾽ ἀμφοῖν, ἀλλ᾽ ἐκείνου μὲν 
ἄλλο ἀπαρνεῖται, αὐτὸ δὲ ἄλλου κατηγορεῖται 
αὗται δ᾽ οὐκ ἀντίκεινται 
Ἢ, δὲ ~ 7 ? A ? ~ 3 
40 ν δὲ τῶ μέσω σχήματι καὶ ἐκ τῶν ἄντικει- 
μένων καὶ ἐκ τῶν ἐναντίων ἐνδέχεται γίγνεσθαι 
? » Ἃ 3 4 A > ¢> oe 
64a συλλογισμόν ἔστω γὰρ ἀγαθὸν μὲν ἐφ᾽ ov A, 
3 7 \ [5 ἊΝ \ 3 \ ως 2 
ἐπιστήμη δὲ ἐφ᾽ οὔ Β καὶ Τ εἰ δὴ πᾶσαν ἐπι- 
“ , 3 \ , \ o~ 
στήμην σπουδαίαν ἔλαβε καὶ μηδεμίαν, τὸ A τῷ B 
‘ , “A Ὁ ~ 
παντὶ ὑπάρχει καὶ τῶ Τ' οὐδενί, ὥστε τὸ B τῷ Τὶ 
οὐδενί οὐδεμία ἄρα ἐπιστήμη ἐπιστήμη ἐστίν 
¢ / 4 4 3 Ὡς“ \ 
δ ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ πᾶσαν λαβὼν σπουδαίαν τὴν 
> ‘ 4 4 κ“" 
ἰατρικὴν μὴ σπουδαίαν ἔλαβε τῶ μὲν γὰρ Β παντὶ 
A “ f 
τὸ A τῶ δὲ Τ' οὐδενί, ὥστε ἡ τὶς ἐπιστήμη οὐκ 


4178 


PRIOR ANALYTICS, II xv 


conclusion fiom opposite premisses will be evident opposite 
fiom the following analysis —I hold that there are 
four paurs of premisses which exhibit a verbal opposi- 
tion, *1Z, “applies to all’ and ‘ apphes to none’, 
‘ applies to all ’ and ‘ does not apply to all’ , ‘ apphes 
to some’ and ‘ applies to none’, and ‘applies to 
some ’ and ‘ does not applv to some ’, but only three 
of these are really opposed, because the opposition of 
‘applies to some ’ and ‘ does not apply to some’ is 
only verbal Of these the universal premisses ‘applies 
to all’ and ᾿ applies to none (eg, ‘all knowledge 1s 
good ’ and ‘no knowledge 1s good’) are contrary , 
the other two pairs are contradictory 

In the fust figme, then, a syllogism from opposite First figure 
premiusses 15 impossible, whether it be affirmative or 
negative An affirmative syllogism 1s umpossible 
because to produce it both the premisses must be 
affirmative, and a pair of opposite premusses 1s com-~ 
posed of an affirmation anditsncgation A negative 
syllogism 1s umpossible because opposite premusses 
affirm and deny the sime predicate of the same sub- 
ject, and in the fnust figure the middle term is not 
predicited of both the othe:s, but something else 18 
denied of τὸ while st 1s itself predicated of something 
else , and the premisses thus formed are not opposed 

In the middle figure a syllogism may be obtained Second 
both from contradictory and fiom contiary premisses δος 
For let A be ‘ good,’ and let B and C be‘ science ἡ 
Then if we assume that all science 1s good, and then 
that no science 15 good, A applies to all B and to no C, 
so that B apples to no C Therefore no science 15 
science Similarly too if after assuming that al 
science 1s good we then assume that medicine is not 
good for A applies to all B but to no C, so that the 
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64a \ 3 ~ x QD a ἢ A a 
ἔσται ἐπιστήμη Καὶ ae io μεν TOUTE ao ΤΩ 


δὲ Β μηδενί, ἔστι δὲ τὸ μὲν Β ἐπιστήμη τὸ δὲ Γ 
ἰατρικὴ τὸ δὲ A ὑπόληψις οὐδεμίαν γὰρ ἐπιστήμην 
10 ὑπόληψιν λαβὼν εἴληφε τινὰ ἐπιστήμην" εἶναι 
ὑπόληψιν διαφέρει. δὲ τοῦ πάλαι τῷ ἐπὶ τῶν ὅρων 
ἀντιστρέφεσθαι πρότερον μὲν γὰρ πρὸς τῶ B, νῦν 
δὲ πρὸς τῶ ν τὸ καταφατικόν καὶ ἂν 1 δὲ μὴ 
καθόλου ἡ ἑτέρα πρότασις ὡσαύτως ἀεὶ γὰρ τὸ 
μέσον ἐστὶν ὃ ἀπὸ θατέρου μὲν ἀποφατικῶς λέγεται 
16 κατὰ θατέρου δὲ καταφατικῶς 
Ὥστ᾽ ἐνδέχεται τἀντικείμενα περαίνεσθαι, “πλὴν 
οὐκ ἀεὶ οὐδὲ πάντως, ἀλλ᾽ ἐὰν οὕτως ἔχη τὰ ὑπὸ 
τὸ μέσον ὥστ᾽ ἡ ταὐτὰ εἶναι ἡ ὅλον πρὸς μέρος 
ἄλλως δ᾽ ἀδύνατον οὐ ὰ ἔσονται οὐδαμῶς αἱ 
γὰρ μῶς 
προτάσεις οὔτ᾽ ἐναντίαι οὔτ᾽ ἀντικείμεναι 
Ἔν δὲ τῶ τρίτω σχήματι καταφατικὸς μὲν 
συλλογισμὸς οὐδέποτ᾽ ἔσται ἐξ ἀντικειμένων προ- 
τάσεων διὰ τὴν εἰρημένην αἰτίαν καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ 
πρώτου σχήματος, ἀποφατικὸς δ᾽ ἐέσται, καὶ 
καθόλου καὶ μὴ καθ θόλου τῶν ὅρων ὄντων ἔστω 
γὰρ ἐπιστήμη ἐφ᾽ ov τὸ Β καὶ Lr, ἰατρικὴ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ οὗ 
2A εἰ οὖν λάβοι πᾶσαν ,ἰατρικὴν ἐπιστήμην καὶ 
μηδεμίαν ἰατρικὴν ἐπιστήμην, τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ A 
εἴληφε καὶ τὸ Τ' οὐδενί, ὥστ᾽ ἔσται τις ἐπιστήμη 
οὐκ ἐπιστήμη ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἂν μὴ καθόλου 
ληφθῆ ἡ ΒΑ’ πρότασις εἰ γάρ ἐστι τὶς ἰατρικὴ 
ἐπιστήμη καὶ πάλιν μηδεμία. ἰατρικὴ ἐπιστήμη, 
80 συμβαίνει ἐπιστήμην τινὰ μὴ εἶναι ἐπιστήμην 
εἰσὶ δὲ καθόλου "μὲν τῶν ὁρων λαμβανομένων 
ἐναντίαι at προτάσεις, ἐὰν δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ἅτερος 
ἀντικείμεναι 
1 BA ABC, Waitz AB uolgo 
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But if the premiss AB which is assumed 1s wholly stajor true, 
true, and BC 1s wholly false, we shall have a true San 
conclusion For there 1s no reason why A should false 
not apply to all B and all C, while B applies to no 
C, as is the case with all species of a genus which 
are not subordinate one to anothe: , for ‘ animal’ 
applies to both hoise and man, but ‘ horse ’ applies 
tonoman Thus if A is assumed to apply to all B, 
and B to all C, the conclusion will be true, although 
the premiss BC 1s wholly false 

Similaily too when the piemiss AB 1s negative 
For 1t 1s possible that A should apply to no B and to 
genus does not apply to the species of another genus 
no C, and that B should apply to noC, as,eg,a 
For ‘ animal ’ apphes neither to music nor to medicine, 
not does music apply to medicine If, then, 1t 15 
assumed that A apples to no B but B apphes to all 
C, the conclusion will be tiue 

Also τῇ the premiss BC is not wholly but only major tre 
paitly false, the conclusion will agam be tue Fo nee 
there 1s no reason why A should not apply to the 
whole of both B and ὦ, while B applies to some C , 
as,e g, the genus applies both to the species and to 
the differentia , fo. ‘animal’ applies to every man 
and to everything that walks on land, while “ man’ 
applies to some things which walk on land, but 
not to all Supposing, then, that A is assumed to 
apply to all B, and B to all C, A will apply to all C, 
which, as we have seen, 1s true 

Similarly too if the premiss AB τ negative For 
it 1s possible for A to apply to no B and to no C, and 
yet for B to apply to some ὦ, as,e g , the genus does 
not apply to the species and differentia of another 
genus, for ‘ammal’ applies neither to ‘ thought ’ 
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ARISTOTLE 
a) ΠΟ. 
ι ληφθείη τὸ μὲν A μηδενὶ τῶ Β τὸ δὲ Β παντὶ τῶ 
, οὐδενὶ TH Τ' τὸ A ὑπάρξειν τοῦτο δ᾽ ἣν ἀληθές 
~ , o 
"Ent δὲ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν ἐνδέχεται Kal 
τῆς πρώτης προτάσεως ὅλης οὔσης ψευδοῦς τῆς δ᾽ 
~ 2 ‘ ? 
ἑτέρας ἀληθοῦς ἀληθὲς εἶναι τὸ συμπέρασμα, καὶ 
90 ἐπί τι ψευδοῦς οὔσης τῆς πρώτης τῆς δ᾽ ἑτέρας 
~ \ a 3 ~ ~ ? ? 
ἀληθοῦς," καὶ τῆς μὲν ἀληθοῦς τῆς ὃ ἐν μέρει 
ψευδοῦς, καὶ ἀμφοτέρων ψευδῶν οὐδὲν γὰρ κω- 
λύει τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ VT τινί 
: τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ τινί, 
καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Τὶ rwi, οἷον ζῶον οὐδεμιᾷ χιόνι λευκῶ 
δὲ τινὶ ὑπάρχει, καὶ ἡ χιὼν λευκῷ τινί εἰ οὖν 
es μέσον τεθείΐηῆ ἡ χιὼν πρῶτον δὲ τὸ ζῶον, καὶ 
ληφθείη τὸ μὲν A ὅλω τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ B τινὶ 
~ ¢ A Ψ 7 ¢ x 3 7 \ 
τῷ Τ', ἡ μὲν AB ὅλη ψευδής, ἡ δὲ BI’ ἀληθής, καὶ 
τὸ he pba ἀληθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ὦ εν: 
οὐσὴς τ προτάσεως ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ A τῶ 
\ 8 ae es ρ A Ἢ yx Ρ 7 ‘ 
μὲν B ὅλω ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ 1" τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ 
80 μέντοι Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχειν, otov τὸ ζῶον ἀνθρώπω 
μὲν παντὶ ὑπάρχει λευκῶ δὲ τινὶ οὐχ ἐπεται, ὁ δ᾽ 
sa alle τινι Faidiees Re ὦ ni ᾿ ; es 
τεθέντος τοῦ ἀνθρώπου εἴη τὸ ενὶ 
ξ / \ A p A Ang ς i Ba \ Τα 
ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῷ TD ὑπάρχειν, ἀληθὲς ἔσται 
88 τὸ συμπέρασμα ψευδοῦς οὔσης ὅλης τῆς ΑΒ προ- 
7 
τάσεως 
A > 9 ἡ \ ε ,; ” ‘\ 
Καὶ εἰ ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἡ AB πρότασις, ἔσται τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ A καὶ 
oh ρ i pe a Ὴ € / ¥ p \ \ ~ : 
τῶ Β καὶ τῷ ἵ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β τῷ 1 τινὶ 
ὑπάρχειν, οἷον τὸ ζῶον Twi καλῷ καὶ τινὶ μεγάλῳ, 
καὶ τὸ καλὸν τινὶ μεγάλω ὑπάρχειν ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῇ 
1 αληθοῦς] ὅλης αληθοῦς nf, Bekker 
2. οὖν] ov eriore preli Bekker 
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nor to ‘speculative,’ whereas ‘ thought’ applies to 
some of that which 1s speculative Supposing, then, 
that A is assumed to apply to no B, and B to all C, 
A will apply to no C, and this, as we have seen, 1s 
true 
In the case of particular syllogisms it 1s possible (2) 5% ΤῈ 
for the conclusion to be true both ( } when the first logisms 
premiss 1s wholly false and the other 15 true, and 
(1) when the first premiss 15 partly false and the 
other 1s true, and (in ) when the former 15 true and 
the latter partly false, and (av ) when both are false 
Tor (a) there is no reason why A should not apply to Major 
no B but to some C, while B applies to some C, as, false, are 
eg, animal’ applies to no snow but to some ‘ white,’ te 
and “snow apples to some ‘white’ Supposing, 
then, that ‘ snow ’ is posited as the middle term, and 
‘“anmmal’ as the fist, and 1t 1s assumed that A applies 
to the whole of B and B to some C, AB 1s wholly 
false, but BC is true, and the conclusion is true 
Similaily too when the premiss AB 1s negative For 
itis possible ἔοι A to apply to the whole of B and 
not to apply to some C, and yet for B to apply to 
some C, as, eg, ° animal’ applies to every man, but 
is not a consequent of some ‘ white,’ and ‘man’ 
applies to some ‘ white’, so thatif “ man ᾿ 1s posited 
as the middle te1m, and it 1s assumed that A applies 
to no B and B applies to some C, the conclusion will 
be true although the premiss AB 1s wholly false 
(u ) Also, if the premiss AB 1s partly false, the Major partly 
conclusion can be tiue For there is no reason why ime 
A should not apply both to some B and to some C, 
while B applies to some C, 88,6 g,° animal’ applies 
to some ‘ beautiful and some ‘luge,’ and “ beauti- 
ful’ applies to some ‘large’ Thus if A is assumed 
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55a TO A παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῷ Τ', ἡ μὲν ΑΒ 
πρότασις ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἔ ἔσται, ἡ δὲ ΒΓ ἀληθής, καὶ 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς 
οὔσης τῆς ΑΒ προτάσεως οἵ γὰρ αὐτοὶ “ ὅροι 
ἔσονται καὶ ὡσαύτως κείμενοι πρὸς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν 
5 Πάλιν εἰ ἡ μὲν ΑΒ ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ BP ψευδής, 
ἀληθὲς ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει 
τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β ὅλω ὑπάρχειν τῶ δὲ 1" τινί, καὶ τὸ 
Β τῷ Τ' μηδενὶ ὑ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ζῶον κύκνω μὲν παν- 
τὶ μέλανι δὲ τινί, κύκνος δὲ οὐδενὶ μέλανι ὥστ᾽ εἰ 
ληφθείη παντὶ τῶ Β τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῷ I, adn- 
10 θὲς ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ψευδοῦς 6 évrog οὐ ΒΡ 
Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς λαμβανομένης τῆς 
ΑΒ προτάσεως ἐγχωρεῖ yap To A τῶ μὲν Β μη- 
δενὶ τῶ δὲ 1' τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ 
τῶ Γ, οἷον τὸ γένος τῶ ἐξ ἄλλου γένους εἴδει 
καὶ τῷ συμβεβηκότι. τοῖς αὑτοῦ εἴδεσι τὸ γὰρ ζῶον 
16 ἀριθμῶ μὲν οὐδενὶ ὑπάρχει. λευκῶ δὲ τινὶ οὐ, ὃ δ᾽ 
ἀριθμὸς οὐδενὶ λευκῷ ἐὰν οὖν μέσον τεθῇ ὁ 6 ἀριθμός, 
καὶ ληφθῆ τὸ μὲν Α μηδενὶ τῷ Β τὸ δὲ Β τινὲ τῶ 
YD, τὸ A τινὶ τῶ ᾿ οὐχ ὑπάρξει, ὅπερ ἣν ἀληθές 
καὶ ἡ μὲν ΑΒ πρότασις ἀληθής, ἡ δὲ BI ψευδής 
32 Kai εἰ ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἡ AB hevdhs de καὶ ἡ ΒΓ 
ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἄληθές οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει 
τὸ A τῶ Β τινὶ καὶ τῶ Τ' τινὲ ὑπάρχειν ἑκατέρω, 
τὸ δὲ Β μηδενὶ τῶ Τ', οἷον εἰ ἐναντίον τὸ Β τῶ T, 
ἄμφω δὲ συμβεβηκότα τῶ αὐτῷ γένει τὸ γὰρ ζῶον 
τινὶ λευκῶ καὶ τινὲ μέλανι ὑπάρχει, λευκὸν δ᾽ 
25 οὐδενὲ μέλανι ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ Β καὶ 
τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ', ἀληθὲς ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα καὶ 
στερητικῆς δὲ λαμβανομένης τῆς ΑΒ ὡσαύτως οἱ 
1 σινὶ οὔ Philoponus (9), Jenkinson τινὶ codd 
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to apply to all B and B to some C, the premiss AB 
will be partly false, but BC will be true, and the con- 
clusion will be true Similarly too τῇ the premiss AB 
is negative , the terms will be the same and will be 
related in the same way ἔοι the purpose of the proof 

Qu) Again, if AB 15 true and BC false, the con- Maor true, 
clusion can be true For there 1s no reason why A” ae 
should not apply to the whole of B and to some C, 
while B applies to no C, 88,6 g, ‘animal’ applies to 
every swan and to some black,’ and ἡ swan ’ applies 
to no “ black’, so that supposing that A 1s assumed 
to apply to all B and B to some C, the conclusion will 
be true although BC 1s false 

Similarly too if the premiss AB 1s negative For 
it is possible for A to apply to no B and not to apply 
to some C, while B applies to noC, 88,6 9ὶ ; ἃ genus 
does not apply to a species from another genus and 
does not apply to some of an accident to its own 
species , for ‘animal’ applies to no “number and 
does not apply to some ‘ white,’ and ‘ number’ 
applies to no ‘ white’ Thus if‘ number ‘1s taken as 
the middle term, and A 1s assumed to apply to no B, 
and B to some C, A will not apply to some C, which, 
as we have seen, 1s true The premiss AB 15 tiue, 
and BC ἃς false 

Gv ) The conclusion can also be true 1f AB 1s partly Both 
false and BC 1s also false For there 1s no reason Bays” 
why A should not apply to some of both B and C, 
while B applies to no C, eg, 1 B 15 contrarv to C, 
and both are accidents of the same genus, for 
‘animal’ applies to some ‘ white ’ and some ἡ black,’ 
but ‘white’ apples to no black’ Thus if Α 1s 
assumed to apply to all B, and B to some C, the con- 
clusion will be tue So too if the premiss AB 1s 
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55 ᾷ A 4 νῦν 4 e ’ θ , 4 4 
yap αὐτοὶ ὅροι Kal ὡσαύτως τεθήσονται πρὸς THY 
ἀπόδειξιν 
Καὶ ἀμφοτέρων δὲ ψευδῶν οὐσῶν ἔσται τὸ 
80 συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β 
μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ 1" τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ 
τῷ Τ', οἷον τὸ γένος τῷ ἐξ ἄλλου γένους εἴδει καὶ 
τῶ συμβεβηκότι τοῖς εἴδεσι τοῖς αὑτοῦ ζῶον γὰρ 
ἀριθμῶ μὲν οὐδενὶ λευκῶ δὲ τινὶ ὑπάρχει, καὶ 6 
ἀριθμὸς οὐδενὶ λευκῶ ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A παντὶ 
eG Β καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ', τὸ μὲν συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές, ai δὲ προτάσεις ἄμφω ψευδεῖς 
“Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ στερητικῆς οὔσης τῆς ΑΒ οὐδὲν 
γὰρ κωλύει τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β ὅλω ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ I 
τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, μηδὲ τὸ Β μηδενὶ TO ἐν οἷον 
ζῶον κύκνω μὲν παντὶ μέλανι δὲ τινὶ οὐχ ὑπάρχει, 
40 κύκνος δ᾽ οὐδενὶ μέλανι ὥστ᾽ εἰ ληφθείη τὸ Α 
δδ b μηδενὶ τῷ Β τὸ δὲ Β τινὶ τῶ Ι, τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ Τὶ οὐχ 
ὑπάρχει τὸ μὲν οὖν συμπέρασμα ἀληθές, at δὲ 
προτάσεις ψευδεῖς 
III Ἔν δὲ τῶ μέσω σχήματι πάντως ἐγχωρεῖ 
διὰ ψευδῶν ἀληθὲς συλλογίσασθαι, καὶ ἀμφοτέρων 
ὃ τῶν προτάσεων ὅλων ψευδῶν λαμβανομένων [καὶ 
ἐπί τι ἑκατέρας, καὶ τῆς μὲν ἀληθοῦς τῆς δὲ 
ψευδοῦς οὔσης ὅλης, ὁποτερασοῦν ψευδοῦς τιθε- 
μένης, καὶ εἰ ἀμφότεραι ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς, καὶ εἰ ἡ 
μὲν ἁπλῶς ἀληθὴς ἡ ἡ δ᾽ ἐπί τι ψευδής, καὶ εἰ ἡ μὲν 
ὅλη ψευδὴς ἡ ἡ δ᾽ ἐπί τι ἀληθής, καὶ ἐν τοῖς καθόλου 
10 καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν 
Ki γὰρ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ ὑπάρχει τῶ δὲ T 


1 και ἑκατέρας omittenda c1 Jenkinson 


« These words, if not inserted by error in anticipation of 
4.22 


PRIOR ANALYTICS, II u-mr 


taken as negative , the texms will be the same and 
will be posited in the same relation for the purpose 
of the proof 
The conclusion can also be true when both pre- 
misses are false or 1t 1s possible for A to apply to 
no B but to some C, while B apphes tonoC, as,eg, 
a genus does not apply to a species from another 
genus, but applies to an accident of its own species , 
for ‘animal’ applies to no ‘numbe.’ but to some 
‘white,’ and ‘number ’ apphes to no ‘ white’ Thus if 
A is assumed to apply to all B and B to some C, the con- 
clusion will be true although both premisses are false 
Similarly too if AB 1s negative, for there is no 
reason why A should not apply to the whole of B 
and yet not apply to some C, while B applies to no 
C, as,eg, ‘animal’ applies to every swan but does 
not apply to some “ black,’ while swan’ applies to 
no “black ’, so that supposing A to be assumed to 
apply to no B, and B to apply to some C, A does 
not apply to some C ‘Thus the conclusion is true 
although the premusses are false 
III In the middle figure it 1s possible to reach a Second 
true conclusion by false premisses in every combina- (oom 
tion (1) 1f both premusses are wholly false, [πῇ each versal κα 
is partly false]? (11) xf one 1s true and the other °° 
wholly false, whichever is falsely assumed, (an) τῇ 
both are paitly false, (av ) if one 1s absolutelv true 
and the other partly false , and uf one 1s wholly false 
and the other paitly true 2—both m universal and 
in particular 50 llogisms 
G) IfA applies to no B but to all C,as,e g ,‘animal” Both 


premisses 


the wording in ch 1y, are at least tautologous with (μι), and 
spoul the analysis 
> This case 1s not treated τῇ the discussion which follows 
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55 b 
“- / , σ \ 
παντί, οἷον ζῶον λίθω μὲν oddevi ἵππω δὲ παντί, 


34 > / ~ ¢ / \ -- Π 
ἐὰν ἐναντίως τεθῶσιν at προτάσεις καὶ ληφθῆ τὸ 
A τῶ μὲν B παντὶ τῶ δὲ Γ' μηδενί, ἐκ ψευδῶν ὅλων 
τῶν προτάσεων ἀληθὲς ἔσται τὸ συμπέῤασμα 
e ,ὔ A 4 3 “- \ \ “ δὲ Τ' ὃ A 
15 ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ TH μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ [" μηδενὶ 
ὑπάρχει τὸ A 6 γὰρ αὐτὸς ἔσται συλλογισμός 
Πάλιν εἰ ἡ μὲν ἑτέρα ὅλη ψευδὴς ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρα ὅλη 
ἀληθής οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ A καὶ τῶ Β καὶ τῶ Τ' 
παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ τῶ 1", οἷον τὸ 
/ ~ \ e 3 LAA λ ὃ \ Ἁ ~ \ 
γένος τοῖς μὴ ὑπ᾽ ἄλληλα cideow τὸ yap ζῶον Kal 
30 ππὼω παντὶ καὶ ἀνθρώπω, καὶ οὐδεὶς ἄνθρωπος 
ἵππος ἐὰν ouv ληφθῆ τὸ ζῶον τῶ μὲν παντὶ TH δὲ 
μηδενὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν ὅλη ψευδὴς ἐ ἔσται ἡ δ᾽ ὅλη 
ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθὲς πρὸς ὅποτε- 
ρωοῦν τεθέντος τοῦ στερητικοῦ 
Καὶ εἰ ἡ ἑτέρα ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἡ ἡ δ᾽ ἑτέρα ὅλη 
25 ἀληθής ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ A τῶ μὲν Ἔ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν 
τῷ δὲ Γ' παντί, τὸ μέντοι Β μηδενὶ TO D, οἷον ζῶον 
λευκῶ μὲν τινὲ κόρακι δὲ παντί, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν 
>] A 7 N “ ~ 4 os \ 
οὐδενὶ κόρακι ἐὰν ovv ληφθῆ τὸ A τῶ μὲν B 
\ ~ \ 74 ς 7 ξ \ , 
μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' ὅλω ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν ΑΒ πρότασις 
ἐπί τι ψευδὴς ἡ δ᾽ AI’ ὅλη ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέ- 
8ὺρασμα ἀληθές καὶ μετατιθεμένου δὲ τοῦ στερη- 
τικοῦ ὡσαύτως διὰ γὰρ τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἡ ἀπό- 
δειξις καὶ εἰ ἡ καταφατικὴ πρότασις ἐπί τι 
\ ¢ Ἁ \ 3 / ΩΝ \ 
ψευδὴς ἡ δὲ στερητικὴ ὅλη ἀληθής οὐδὲν yap 
7 Ἁ “- \ \ ¢ / “ \ / 
κωλύει τὸ A τῶ μὲν B τινὶ ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ Τ' ὅλω 
μὴ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β μηδενὶ τῶ I, οἷον τὸ ζῶον 
85 λευκῷ μὲν τινὶ πίττη δ᾽ οὐδεμιᾷ, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν 


οὐδεμιᾶ πίττῃ ὥστ᾽ ἐὰν ληφθῆ τὸ A ὅλῳ τῷ Β 
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applies to no ‘stone’ but to all ‘ hoise,’ if the pre- wholly 
misseS are taken in the contiaiy sense and A is” 
assumed to applv to all B but to no C, although the 
premises aie wholly false, the conclusion fiom them 
canbe true Similarly too if A apples to all B but 
to no C, for we shall get the same syllogism 

(1 ) So agai if one premiss 1s wholly false and the One wholly 
other wholly true, for there 1s no reason why A one true 
should not apply to all of both B and C, while B Premiss 
applies tonoC, as,e g , a genus applies to co-ordinate 
species , for ‘animal’ apples both to every hoise 
and to every man, and no manis a horse Thus if 
‘animal ’ 1s assumed to apply to all of the one and to 
none of the other, one premiss will be wholly true 
and the other wholly false, and the conclusion will 
be true, to whichever of the two terms the negative 
is attached 

(av) So too if one premiss 1s partly false and the One partly 
other wholly true Fou 1 1s possible for A to apply Bs4ne 
to some B and to all C, while B applies to no C, as, Premiss 
eg, animal’ applies to some ‘ white’ and to every 
crow, and ‘ white’ applies to no crow Thus if A 
15 assumed to apply to no B but to the whole of C, 
the premiss AB will be partly false, and AC will be 
wholly true, and the conclusion will be true Simi- 
laily too 1f the negative 1s transposed”, for the proof 
will be effected thiough the same terms So too if 
the affirmative piemuiss 1s partly false and the negative 
wholly true Fo. there 1s no reason why A should 
not apply to some B and yet not apply at all to C, 
while B apples to noC, as,eg,‘ animal applies 
to some ‘ white ᾿ but to no pitch, and ‘ white ’ applies 
to no pitch , so that if A 1s assumed to apply to the 


@ 2e,1f the minor premiss is negative 
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55 b 
ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ Γ μηδενί, ἡ μὲν ΑΒ ἐπι τι ψευδής, 


ἡ δ᾽ ΑΓ ὅλη ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
Καὶ εἰ ἀμφότεραι at προτάσεις ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς, 
ἔσται τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ἐγχωρεῖ yap to A 
40 καὶ τῷ Β καὶ τῶ I τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ Β pndevi 
56a τῷ I', οἷον ζῶον καὶ λευκῶ τινὲ Kat μέλανι τινί, τὸ 
Be Aeuiesu-onde μέλανι ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῆ τὸ A τῶ 
3 \ ἴω Ἁ / 7 A e f 
μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ Γ' μηδενί, ἄμφω μὲν at mpord- 
σεις ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ μετατεθείσης τῆς στερητικῆς διὰ τῶν 
αὐτῶν ὅρων 
δ Φανερὸν δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἐν μέρει συλλογισμῶν 
οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β παντὶ τῷ δὲ Γ 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Τ' τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον 
ζῶον παντὶ ἀνθρώπω λευκῶ δὲ τινί, ἄνθρωπος δὲ 
τινὶ λευκῶ οὐχ ὑπάρξει ἐὰν οὖν τεθῇ τὸ A τῶ μὲν 
0B under ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ Γ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν 
καθόλου πρότασις ὅλη ψευδής, ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ἀληθής 
καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
Ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ καταφατικῆς λαμβανομένης τῆς 
ΑΒ ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Γ 
τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Τ' τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, 
= \ o~ 3 \ 3 ὔ ζω \ \ 3 
15 οἷον τὸ ζῶον οὐδενὶ ἀψύχω, λευκῶ δὲ τινὶ οὐχ 
ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ ἄψυχον οὐχ ὑπάρξει τινὶ λευκῶ 
>A ἊΝ - 4 “~ \ A ~ \ A 4 
ἐὰν οὖν τεθῆ TO A τῶ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ δὲ Τ' τινὶ μὴ 
ξ / ς 4 / € ᾽ a 
ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν AB πρότασις ἡ καθόλου ὅλη 
4 ξ 3 > / ‘ 4 / 
ψευδής, ἡ δὲ AL ἀληθής, καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές 
Kai τῆς μὲν καθόλου ἀληθοῦς τεθείσης τῆς δ᾽ ἐν 
20 μέρει ψευδοῦς οὐδὲν γὰρ κωλύει τὸ A μήτε τῶ Β 


1 οὐχ ὑπαρχει m, Bekker οὔ C*, Jenkinson om ABC? 
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whole of B but to no C, AB will be partly false and 
AC wholly true, and the conclusion will be tiue 

(αι ) The conclusion can also be true if both pre- Both 
misses are partly false For it 1s possible for A to i ttes 
apply to some of both B and C, while B applies to no 
C, as, eg, ‘animal’ applies to some ‘ white’ and 
some ‘blach,’ but ‘white’ apples to no ‘ black’ 
Thus if A is assumed to apply to all B but to no C, 
both premisses are paitly false, but the conclusion 1s 
true Similarly too if the negative premiss 1s trans- 
posed,’ the proof bemg effected through the same 
terms 

It 1s evident that the same also holds good of (ἢ Par 
particular syllogisms For there is no reason why ἐς μαῦ ΘΝ 
A should not apply to all B and some C, while B does () Nair 
not apply to some C, as, eg, ‘animal’ applies to false, mmor 
every man and to some ‘ white,’ but ‘ man’ will not δ 
apply to some ‘ white’ Thus if A 1s taken to apply 
to no B but to some C, the universal premiss 1s wholly 
false, but the particulai premuiss 15 true, and so 15 the 
conclusion 

Similarly too if the premiss AB is taken as 
affimative , ἔοι 1t 1s possible for A to apply to no B, 
and not to apply to some C, and for B not to apply 
to some C, as, eg, ‘ammal’ applies to nothing 
inanimate and does not apply to some ‘ white,’ and 
‘“inammate ’ will not apply to some ‘white’ Thus 
if A is taken to apply to all B and not to apply to 
some C, the universal premiss AB will be wholly 
false, but AC will be true, and the conclusion will be 
tiue too 

So too if the universal premiss 1s true and the (1) Maior 
particular premiss false or there 1s no reason why false 

* Cf previous note 
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μήτε τῶ TI οὐδενὶ ἔπεσθαι, τὸ μέντοι Β τινὶ τῶ Γ 


μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ζῶον οὐδενὶ ἀριθμῶ οὐδ᾽ ἀψύχω, 
καὶ ὃ ἀριθμὸς τινὶ ἀψύχω. οὐχ ἕπεται ἐὰν ouv τεθῆ 
τὸ A τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Γ' τινί, τὸ μὲν συμπέ- 
ρασμα έσται ἀληθές, καὶ ἢ καθόλου πρότασις-ἀληθὴς 
26 ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ψευδής 
αἱ καταφατικῆς δὲ τῆς καθόλου τιθεμένης 
ὡσαύτως ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ A καὶ τῷ Β καὶ τῶ Γ 
ὅλω ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β τινὶ τῶ TP μὴ ἕπεσθαι, 
οἷον τὸ γένος TH εἴδει καὶ TH διαφορᾷ τὸ γὰρ ζῶον 
παντὶ ἀνθρώπω καὶ ὅλω πεζῶ ἔπεται, ἄνθρωπος δ᾽ 
80 οὐ παντὶ πεζῶ ὥστ᾽ ἂν ληφθῆ τὸ A τῶ μὲν B ὅλω 
ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ Γ τινὶ μὴ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν καθόλου 
πρότασις ἀληθὴς ἡ δ᾽ ἐν μέρει ψευδής, τὸ δὲ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
ανερὸν δὲ καὶ ὅτι ἐξ ἀμφοτέρων ψευδῶν έσται 
τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές, εἴπερ ἐνδέχεται τὸ Α καὶ 
τῶ Β καὶ τῷ Τ' ὅλω" ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι Β τινὶ τῶ 
86 I’ μὴ ἕπεσθαι ληφθέντος γὰρ τοῦ A TO μὲν Β 
μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ Γ᾽ τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, αἱ μὲν προτάσεις 
ἀμφότεραι ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ κατηγορικῆς οὐσης τῆς καθόλου 
προτάσεως τῆς δ᾽ ἐν μέρει στερητικῆς ἐγχωρεῖ 
γὰρ τὸ Α τῶ μὲν Β μηδενὶ τῶ δὲ 1 παντὶ ἕπεσθαι, 
40 καὶ τὸ Β τινὶ τῶ Τ' μὴ ὑπάρχειν, otov ζῶον ἐπι- 
στήμη μὲν οὐδεμιᾶ ἀνθρώπω δὲ παντὶ ἕπεται, ἡ δ᾽ 
ὅ6» ἐπιστήμη οὐ παντὶ ἀνθρώπῳ ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῇ τὸ 
τῶ μὲν Β ὅλω ὑπάρχειν τῷ δὲ DP τινὶ μὴ ἔπεσθαι, 
at μὲν προτάσεις ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές 


1 ὅλω] τῶ μὲν ὅλω τῷ δὲ μηδενι fort Boethius, αἱ Jenkinson 
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A should not be a consequent of none of either B or 
C while B does not apply to some C, as,e g ,‘ ammal’ 
apphes to no numbei οἱ manimate thing, and 
numbe; 15 not a consequent of some inanimate things 
Thus if A is taken to apply to no B but to some C, the 
conclusion and the universal premiss will be tue, 
although the particular premiss will be false 

Similarly too if the universal premuss 1s taken as 
afhrmative For 1t 1s possible for A to apply to the 
whole of both B and C, and vet for B not to be a 
consequent of some C as,eg,the genus apples to 
the species and the differentia , for “ animal’ applies 
to every man and to all ‘ that which walks on land,’ 
but ‘man’ does not apply to everything that walks 
on land , so that if Α 15 assumed to apply to the whole 
of B but not to apply to some C, the universal piemuss 
will be true and the particular false, but the con- 
clusion will be true 

It 1s evident also that the conclusion drawn from (μι) Both 
piemisses which are both false can be true, since 1t 15 fise 
possible for A to apply to the whole of both B and 
C, and yet for B not to be a consequent of some © 
For if A 1s assumed to apply to no B but to some C, 
both premisses will be false, but the conclusion will 
be tiue 

Similarly too 1f the universal premiss 1s affirmative 
and the particular negative For it is possible for 
A to be a consequent of no B but of all C, and for B 
not to apply to some C as,eg, ‘amimil’ 1s a con- 
sequent of no ‘knowledge’ but of all ‘man,’ and 
‘ knowledge ’ 1s not a consequent of all‘ man’ Thus 
if A is assumed to apply to the whole of B, but not 
to be a consequent of some C, the premusses will be 
false, but the conclusion will be true 
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56 b » ἃ 4 3 3 ὔ 7 4 
IV Ἔσται δὲ καὶ ἐν τῶ ἐσχάτω σχήματι διὰ 
ὅ ψευδῶν ἀληθές, καὶ ἀμφοτέρων ψευδῶν οὐσῶν 
ὅλων καὶ ἐπί τι ἑκατέρας, καὶ τῆς μὲν ἑτέρας 
> σὰ . - > ¢ ; ~ δ ta \ 
ἀληθοῦς ὅλης τῆς δ᾽ ἑτέρας ψευδοῦς, καὶ Τῆς μὲν 
“~ “- ~ A 
ἐπί τι ψευδοῦς τῆς δ᾽ ὅλης ἀληθοῦς, Kat ἀνἅπαλιν, 
καὶ ὁσαχῶς ἄλλως ἐγχωρεῖ μεταλαβεῖν τὰς προτά- 
10" A ’ / A / A 
σεις οὐδὲν yap κωλύει μήτε TO A μήτε τὸ B 
Ἁ ~ e , 4 f Ὰ “- 
τὸ μηδενὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχειν, τὸ μέντοι ἃ τινὲ τῶ Β 
ὑπάρχειν, οἷον οὔτ᾽ ἄνθρωπος οὔτε πεζὸν οὐδενὶ 
ἀψύχω ἕπεται, ἄνθρωπος μέντοι τινὶ πεζῶ ὑπάρχει 
yA ge “~ \ 4 \ A “~ e / 
ἐὰν οὖν ληφθῇ τὸ A καὶ τὸ B παντὶ τῶ TD ὑπάρχειν, 
ai μὲν προτάσεις ὅλαι ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα 
ἀληθές ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τῆς μὲν στερητικῆς τῆς 
156 δὲ καταφατικῆς οὔσης ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ μὲν Β 
ὃ ‘ “ ς 4 A δὲ / Ἁ Ἁ \ 
μηδενὶ TO Τ' ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ A παντί, καὶ τὸ A τινὶ 
τῶ Β μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον τὸ μέλαν οὐδενὶ κύκνω 
ζῷον δὲ παντί, καὶ τὸ ζῶον οὐ παντὶ μέλανι ὥστ᾽ 
ἂν ληφθῇ τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῷ 1" τὸ δὲ A μηδενί, τὸ 
20 A τινὲ τῶ Β οὐχ ὑπάρξει καὶ τὸ μὲν συμπέρασμα 
3 ? e 4 4 “a 
ἀληθές, at δὲ προτάσεις ψευδεῖς 
+. > > 7 ¢ f 7 2 4 7] 
Kai εἰ ἐπί τι ἑκατέρα ψευδής, ἔσται τὸ συμπέ- 
3 θέ δὲ \ λύ ἃ λ \ 4 
ρασμα ἀληθές οὐδὲν yap κωλύει καὶ τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β 
τινὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ A τινὶ τῶ B, οἷον τὸ 
λευκὸν καὶ τὸ καλὸν τινὲ ζώω ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ 
45 λευκὸν τινὲ καλῶ ἐὰν οὖν τεθῆ τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β 
“᾿ , 
παντὶ τῶ I’ ὑπάρχειν, at μὲν προτάσεις ἐπί τι 
ψευδεῖς, τὸ δὲ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές καὶ στερη- 
~ de “a ΑΓ θ 2 ς , δὲ Α 
τικῆς δὲ τῆς AT τιθεμένης ὁμοίως οὐδὲν γὰρ 
λ ? \ \ A ‘ ΄- 1 \ e / ‘ de 
κωλύει τὸ μὲν A τινὶ τῶ Τ' μὴ ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ B 
A “~ 
τινὶ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ A τῷ B μὴ παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, 
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IV In the last figure too 1t wall be possible to Third figure 
reach a true conclusion by means of false premisses $2.sa1 
(1) when both premusses are wholly false, (u ) when syllogisms 
each of them 1s partly false, (1) when one 1s wholly 
true and the other wholly false, av) when one 15 
partly false and the other wholly true, and wice 
versa, and in all other possible combinations of 
premisses For (1) there 1s no reason why, although (@) Both 
neither A nor B apphes to any C, A should not apply Qholly 
to some Bas, eg, neither ‘man’ nor ‘ that which ‘alse 
walks on land’ 1s a consequent of anything in- 
animate, yet ‘man’ applies to some things which 
walk on land Thus if A and B are assumed to 
apply to all C, the premisses will be wholly false, but 
the conclusion will be true Similarly too if one 
premiss is negative and the other affirmative For 
it is possible for B to apply to no C, and A to all C, 
and for A not to apply to some Β as,eg, ‘black’ 
applies to no swan, and ᾿ animal’ to every swan, and 
‘animal’ does not apply to everything black, so 
that if B is assumed to apply to all ὦ, and A to no C, 

A will not apply to some B , and the conclusion will be 
true although the premuisses are false 

(1) So too τῇ each of the premusses 1s partly false, (1) Both 
the conclusion can be true For there 1s no reason βαρῶν iiss 
why both A and B should not apply to some C, while 
A appliestosome Β as,e g,‘ white’ and * beautiful’ 
apply to some‘ animal,’ and ‘ white ἡ to some ‘ beauti- 
ful’ Thus if A and B are taken to apply to all C, 
the piemiusses will be partly false, but the conclusion 
willbetrue Similarly too if AC 15 taken as negative 
For it 1s quite possible that A should not apply to 
some C, and B should apply to some C, and A should 
not apply to allB as,eg, ‘white’ does not apply 
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56 b 
80 οἷον τὸ λευκὸν τινὶ ζώω οὐχ ὑπάρχει, τὸ δὲ καλὸν 


τινὶ ὑπάρχει, καὶ τὸ λευκὸν οὐ παντὶ καλῶ ὥστ᾽ 
av ληφθῆ τὸ μὲν Α μηδενὶ τῶ 1 τὸ δὲ Β παντί, 
ἀμφότεραι μὲν αἱ προτάσεις ἐπί τι ψευδεῖς,.τὸ δὲ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές 
“Ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ τῆς μὲν ὅλης ψευδοῦς τῆς δ᾽ 
ὅλης ἀληθοῦς λαμβανομένης ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ καὶ τὸ 
86 A καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ De ἕπεσθαι, τὸ μέντοι A τινὶ 
τῶ Β μὴ ὑπάρχειν, οἷον ζῶον καὶ λευκὸν παντὶ 
κύκνω ἕπεται, τὸ μέντοι ζῶον οὐ παντὶ ὑπάρχει 
λευκῶ τεθέντων οὖν ὅρων τούτων ἐὰν ληφθῆ τὸ 
ἐν Β ὅλω τῷ Τὶ ὕ ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ Α ὅλω μὴ ὑπάρχειν, 
ἡ μὲν Br ὅλη έσται ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ AL ὅλη ψευδής, 
40 καὶ τὸ συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ εἰ τὸ 
μὲν ΒΡ ψεῦδος τὸ δὲ AT ἀληθές οὗ γὰρ αὐτοὶ ὅροι 
B7 ἃ πρὸς τὴν ἀπόδειξιν μέλαν, κύκνος, ἄψυχον) ἀλλὰ 
καὶ εἶ ἀμφότεραι λαμβάνοιντο καταφατικαί οὐδὲν 
γὰρ κωλύει τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῷ TD ἕπεσθαι, τὸ δὲ A 
ὅλω μὴ ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Α τινὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν, 
5 οἷον κύκνω ἱμὲν παντὶ ζῶον, μέλαν δ᾽ οὐδενὶ 
κύκνω, καὶ τὸ μέλαν ὑπάρχει τινὶ ζώω ὥστ᾽ ἂν 
ληφθῆ τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β παντὶ τῶ Τ᾿ ὑπάρχειν, ἡ μὲν 
Br on ἀληθὴς ἡ δὲ AD όλη ψευδής, καὶ τὸ 
συμπέρασμα ἀληθές ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ τῆς AT 
ληφθείσης ἀληθοῦς διὰ yap τῶν αὐτῶν ὅρων ἡ 
ἀπόδειξις 
10 Πάλιν τῆς μὲν ὁλης ἀληθοῦς ovons τῆς δ᾽ ἐπί τι 
ψευδοῦς ἐγχωρεῖ γὰρ τὸ μὲν Β παντὶ τῶ Τ' ὑπάρ- 
yew τὸ δὲ A τινί, καὶ τὸ A τινὶ τῶ Β, οἷον δίπουν 


1 secl Wanrtz 2 om Bnfu, Boethius, Νὴ aitz 


4 These are not the same terms as before , they are derived 
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of his argument, we must be careful that we do not 
giant him the same term twice over in the premisses , 
since we hnow that without a middle term there 
canno® be a sy} llogism,* and the middle teim 1s that 
which occurs more than once In what wav we 
should watch for the middle term with 1eference to 
each conclusion 15 evident from our knowledge of 
what form the proof takes in each figure, this will 
not escape us, because we know how we are main- 
taining the argument 

This same procedure against which we have been and how to 
warning students when they are on the defensive 10 them” 
argument they should try to adopt unobtiusively 
when they assume the offensive This will be possible, 
fustly, if they avoid drawing the conclusions of pre- 
hminary syllogisms and leave them obscure, after 
making the necessary assumptions , and secondly, if 
the points ashed to be conceded are not closely associ- 
ated, but are as fai as possible unconnected by middle 
teams £ g, let it be required to establish that A 1s 
predicated of F, the middle te1ms being B, C, D and 
E Then we should ask whether A apples to B, 
and next, not whether B applies to C, but whether Ὁ 
apphes to ἘΦ, and then whether B applies to C, and 
so on with the remaimmg terms If the syllogism 15 
effected by means of one middle term, we should 
begin with the middle , for in this way the effect of 
the concession will be least apparent 

XX Simce we comprehend when and with what Refutation 
combinations of terms a syllogism results, αὖ 1s evident 
also when refutation will or will not be possible 
Refutation may take place whethe: all the proposi- 
tions are conceded or the answeis alternate (@e one 
being negative and one affirmative), for we have 
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“ φατικῆς) ) ἐγχωρεῖ γίγνεσθαι ἔλεγχον nv γὰρ συλ- 
᾿ογισμὸς καὶ οὕτω καὶ ἐκείνως ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων 
10 ὥστ᾽ εἰ τὸ κείμενον εἰη᾿ ἐναντίον τῶ συμπεράσματι, 
ἀνάγκη γίψχνεσθαι ἔλεγχον ὃ γὰρ ἔλεγχος" ἀντι- 
φάσεως συλλογισμός εἰ δὲ μηδὲν συγχωροῖτο, 
ἀδύνατον γίγνεσθαι ἔλεγχον οὐ γὰρ ἢ ἣν συ ογισμὸς 
πάντων τῶν ὅρων στερητικῶν ὄντων, ὥστ᾽ οὐδ᾽ 
ἔλεγχος εἰ μὲν γὰρ ἔλεγχος, ἀνάγκη συλλογισμὸν 
15 εἶναι, συλλογισμοῦ δ᾽ ὄντος οὐκ ἀνάγκη ἔλεγχον 
ὡσαύτως δὲ καὶ εἰ μηδὲν τεθείη κατὰ τὴν ἀπό- 
κρισιν ἐν ὁλω 6 γὰρ αὐτὸς ἔσται διορισμὸς ἐλέγχου 
καὶ συλλογισμοῦ 
XXI Συμβαίνει δ᾽ ἐνίοτε, καθάπερ, ἐν TH θέσει 
τῶν ὅρων ἀπατώμεθα, καὶ κατὰ τὴν ὑπόληψιν 
20 γίγνεσθαι τὴν ἀπάτην, οἵον εἰ ἐνδέχεται τὸ αὐτὸ 
πλείοσι πρώτοις ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ μὲν λεληθέναι 
τινὰ καὶ οίεσθαι μηδενὲ ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ εἰδέναι 
ἔστω γὰρ τὸ Α τῶ Β καὶ τῶ 1" καθ᾽ αὑτὰ ὑπάρχον, 
καὶ ταῦτα παντὶ τῶ Δ ὡσαύτως εἰ δὴ τῶ μὲν Β 
τὸ A παντὶ οἴεται ὑπάρχειν καὶ τοῦτο τῶ Δ, τῶ δὲ 
25 1 τὸ A μηδενὶ καὶ τοῦτο τῶ A παντί, τοῦ αὐτοῦ 
κατὰ ταὐτὸν ἕξει ἐπιστήμην καὶ ἄγνοιαν πάλιν εἰ 
τις ἀπατηθείη περὶ τὰ ἐκ τῆς αὐτῆς συστοιχίας, 
οἷον εἰ τὸ ὑπάρχει τῶ Β, τοῦτο δὲ τῶ Γ καὶ τὸ 
'8 τῶ Δ, ὑπολαμβάνοι δὲ τὸ Α παντὶ τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν 
80 Kad od duy μηδενὶ τῶ T ἅμα γὰρ εἰσεταΐ τε καὶ οὐχ 
ὑπολήψεται νυ α ap οὖν οὐδὲν ἄλλο ἀξιοῖ ἐκ 


1 ξιὴ τὴ" ἢ uolgo 
2 πρώτοις] πρώτως B*C*m 





*2e asyllogism may have both premusses affirmative or 
one affirmative and one negative 
> 41 b 6 


408 


PRIOR ANALYTICS, II xx—xxr 


seen that a syllogism results both with the former and 
with the latter arrangement of teams* Henceif the 
admitted proposition is contrary to the conclusion, 
refutation must result, since refutation 1s a syllogism 
which proves the contradictory conclusion Tf, how- 
ever, nothing is conceded, 1efutation 1s amposs0le : 
for we have seen ὃ that when all the terms © are nega- 
tive there 1s no syllogism, and therefore no refutation 
either For refutation necessarily implies a syllo- 
gism, but a syllogism does not necessanly imply 
i1efutation So too if the answer posits no universal 
relation , for the same definition will apply to refuta- 
tion as to syllogism ὦ 

XXI Just as we are sometimes mistaken in setting How error 
out the terms, so 1t sometimes happens that a mistake jiqvements 
occurs τῇ our thought about them, eg, if the same 
predicate may apply to more than one subject im- 
mediately, and someone, knowing one subject, for- 
gets the other and thinks that the predicate apples 
to none of it For example, let A be applicable to B two 
and C per se, and let B and C apply in the same way ¢Penre 
to all D Then if he thinks that A applies to all οἱ cians 
B and B to D, but that A applies to no C and C applies 
to all D, he will have knowledge and ignoi ance of the 
same thing in relation to the same thing So again 
supposing that someone should be mistaken about 
terms in the same series,* eg, if A applies to B, 
B to C and C to D, and should suppose that A apphes 
to all B but on the contrary to no C, he will at the 
same time know that 1t applies and not think that 1t 
does so Does he then actually profess, as a result 


¢ 2¢ both premisses ¢41b6 
é 4e terms contamed in the same genus and subordinate 
one to another Cf Bonitz, Index Arist 736 Ὁ 33 
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66 b 
? A a\ >. ἢ ~ \ ε ᾽ 
τούτων ἢ O ἐπίσταται, τοῦτο μὴ ὑπολαμβάνειν, 


A ᾽ ny 
ἐπίσταται γάρ πως ὅτι τὸ A τῷ 1" ὑπάρχει διὰ τοῦ 
“~ 7 
B, ὡς τῆ καθόλου τὸ κατὰ μέρος, ὥστε 6 πως 
- @ 9 a ἃ ¢ 
ἐπίσταται, τοῦτο ὅλως ἀξιοῖ μὴ ὑπολαμβάνειν 
ὅπερ ἀδύνατον 
~ , > a 
a Et δὲ τοῦ πρότερον λεχθέντος, εἰ μὴ ἐκ τῆς 
- 3 / - 
αὐτῆς συστοιχίας τὸ μέσον, καθ᾽ ἑκάτερον μὲν τῶν 
\ , μ᾿ 
μέσων ἀμφοτέρας τὰς προτάσεις οὐκ ἐγχωρεῖ 
“A “~ \ ~ 
ὑπολαμβάνειν, οἷον τὸ A τῶ μὲν B παντὶ τῶ δὲ T 
ὃ / ~ δ᾽ 3 7 \ ~ A , 
μηδενί, ταῦτα δ᾽ ἀμφότερα παντὶ τῶ ovpPaiver 
ἢ oe ὡς , of 9 ; , \ 
yap ἢ ἁπλῶς ἡ ἐπί τι ἐναντίαν λαμβάνεσθαι τὴν 
Α “ 4 / 
40 πρώτην πρότασιν εἰ yap ὦ τὸ Β ὑπάρχει, παντὶ 
; \ ~ 
67a τὸ A ὑπολαμβάνει ὑπάρχειν, τὸ δὲ Β τῶ A οἶδε, 
καὶ ὅτι τῶ Δ τὸ Α οἷδεν ὥστ᾽ εἰ πάλιν ὦ τὸ Τ' 
ὃ \ 7 Α Α Ὁ / ΝΣ \ B \ ¢ 7 
μηδενὶ οίεται τὸ A ὑπάρχειν, ὦ τὸ Β τινὶ ὑπάρχει, 
7 
τούτω οὐκ οἴεται TO A ὑπάρχειν τὸ δὲ παντὶ 
“7 “ Α Β (λ Ἁ \ 3 θ “ \ a\ 
οἰόμενον ὦ τὸ Β πάλιν τινὶ μὴ οἴεσθαι ὦ τὸ Β ἢ 
ὅ ἁπλῶς ἡ ἐπί τι ἐναντίον ἐστίν 
, \ > 3 3 / e ~ " 
Ourw μὲν οὖν οὐκ ἐνδέχεται ὑπολαβεῖν καθ 
\ 
ἑκάτερον δὲ τὴν μίαν ἢ κατὰ θάτερον ἀμφοτέρας 
9D \ / \ \ ΄-- \ \ ~ 
οὐδὲν κωλύει, οἷον τὸ A παντὶ τῶ B καὶ τὸ B τῶ 
\ ; A \ ~ ξ / \ ¢e 
A, καὶ πάλιν τὸ A μηδενὶ τῶ I’ ὁμοία yap ἡ 
\ \ 
τοιαύτη ἀπάτη καὶ ὡς ἀπατώμεθα περὶ τὰ ἐν μέρει, 
“΄- A ἴων 
10 οἷον εἰ τῶ Β παντὶ τὸ A ὑπάρχει τὸ δὲ Β τῶ Γ 
/ \ \ “- ς ὔ > ay 
παντί, τὸ A παντὶ τῷ Τ' ὑπάρξει εἰ οὖν τις oldev 
7 \ a A e / ’ > \ oo ~ 
ὅτι τὸ A ὦ τὸ B ὑπάρχει παντί, οἷδε καὶ ὅτι τῷ Γ 
9 2 ΩΝ ᾽ 3 - A 4 4 & ? 
ἀλλ᾽ οὐδὲν κωλύει ἀγνοεῖν τὸ I’ ὅτι ἔστιν, οἷον εἰ 
3 A 
τὸ μὲν A δύο ὀρθαὶ τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ B τρίγωνον τὸ δ᾽ 


4} 22 supra > Viz C 
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of this, that he does not think that which he knows ? 
For he knows im a sense that A applies to C through B, 
as the paiticula: apples to the universal, so that he 
profewes not to think at all that which he im a sense 
knows , which 1s umpossible 

With regard to the first case which we mentioned,? Τὸ 18 m 
where the middle term does not belong to the same Possible 
series, 1t 1s ampossible to think both the piemusses opinions 
with reference to each of the middle terms eg, to best ἘΝ 
think that A apphes to all B but to no C, and that °™trary 
both the latter apply to all D , for 1t follows that the 
first premuss 1s contrary, either wholly or in part, to 
the other For 1f anyone supposes that A applies to 
all of that to which B apphes, and knows that B apphes 
to D, he knows also that A apphes to Ὁ Hence if, 
again, he thinks that A apphes to none of that to 
which C apples, he does not think that A applies to 
some of that ὃ to which B apphes But to think that 
it applies to all of that to which B applies, and then 
again to think that it does not apply to some of that 
to which B applies, implies a contiariety, either 
absolute or partial 

Thus it 1s not possible to think in this way, but Error arises 
there 1s no reason why one should not think one {ome 
premiss with reference to each middle term, or both hnowledce 
premisses with reference to one eg, think that A particular 
apphes to all B and B to D, and again that A applies (2,59) tne 
tono C Such a mistake 15 similar to that which we universal 
make with respect to particular thmgs Eg, if A 
apples to all B and B to all C, A will apply to all C 
Then if someone knows that A applies to all of that to 
which B apples, he knows also that it apples to ὦ 
But there 1s no reason why he should not be ignorant 
that Cexists eg ,if A stands for‘ two 11ght angles,’ 
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ἐφ᾽ & Τ' αἰσθητὸν τρίγωνον ὑπολάβοι yap ἄν τις 
μὴ εἶναι τὸ Γ,, εἰδὼς ὅτι πᾶν τρίγωνον ἔχει δύο 
ὀρθάς, ὥσθ᾽ ἅμα εἰσεται καὶ ἀγνοήσει ταὐτόν τὸ 
γὰρ εἰδέναι πᾶν τρίγωνον ὅτι δύο ὀρθαῖς οὐχ d- 
πλοῦν ἐστίν, ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν TO τὴν καθόλου ἔχειν 
ἐπιστήμην τὸ δὲ τὴν καθ᾽ ἔκαστον οὕτω μὲν οὖν 
20 ὡς TH καθόλου οἷδε τὸ I’ ὅτι δύο ὀρθαί, ὡς δὲ τῇ 
καθ᾽ ἕκαστον οὐκ oldev, ὥστ᾽ οὐχ ἔξει τὰς ἐναντίας 
Ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ 6 ἐν τῶ Μένωνι λόγος ὅτι ἡ 
μάθησις ἀνάμνησις οὐδαμοῦ γὰρ συμβαΐνει προ- 
επίστασθαι τὸ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον, ἀλλ᾽ ἅμα τῆ ἐπαγωγῆ 
λαμβάνειν τὴν τῶν κατὰ μέρος ἐπιστήμην ὥσπερ 
ο5 ἀναγνωρίζοντας ἔνια γὰρ εὐθὺς ἴσμεν, ovov ὅτι 
δύο ὀρθαῖς, ἐὰν εἰδῶμεν ὅτι τρίγωνον ὁμοίως δὲ 
καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν ἄλλων 
TH μὲν οὖν καθόλου θεωροῦμεν τὰ ἐν μέρει, τῆ 
δ᾽ οἰκεία οὐκ ίσμεν, ὥστ᾽ ἐνδέχεται καὶ ἀπατᾶσθαι 
περὶ αὐτά, πλὴν οὐκ ἐναντίως, ἀλλ᾽ ἔχειν μὲν τὴν 
30 καθόλου ἀπατᾶσθαι δὲ TH κατὰ μέρος 
Ὁμοίως οὖν καὶ ἐπὶ τῶν προειρημένων οὐ γὰρ 
ἐναντία ἡ κατὰ τὸ μέσον ἀπάτη τῆ κατὰ τὸν συλ- 
λογισμὸν ἐπιστήμη, οὐδ᾽ ἡ καθ᾽ ἕκάτερον τῶν 





4.2.9 agiven drawing or other representation of a triangle 

>2e knowledge of the particular object 

¢ That is, the universal rule may be recognized apait from 
special knowledge of all the particular instances of1t Imgnor- 
ance of the latter 1s not incompatible with hnowledge of the 
former 

@ Plato, Afeno 81 The point of the comparison 1s that 
on the Platonic view the study of particulars reawahens our 
latent knox ledge of the universal 

¢ Sc of immediate apprehension 

Γ 66 b 20-30 
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B for ‘triangle’ and C for ‘sensible tangle,’ 4 
because a man might suppose that C does not exist, 
although he knows that everv triangle has the sum 
of 1ts,angles equal to two nght angles, so that he 
will at once hnow and not know the same thing For 
to know that every triangle has the sum of its angles 
equal to two 1ight angles has more than one meaning , 
it consists either in having unnersal or in having 
particular knowledge ® Thus by umiyversal hnow- 
ledge he knows that C 1s equal to two night angles, 
but he does not know it by particular hnowledge , 
and therefore his ignorance will not be contrary to 
his knowledge ὃ 

Similarly too with the theory in the Meno®@ that 
learning 1s recollection For im no case do we find 
that we have previous knowledge of the mdividual, 
but we do find that in the process of induction we 
acquire knowledge of particular things just as though 
we could remember them , for there are some things 
which we know immediately eg, if we know that 
X 1s a tuiangle we know that the sum of its angles 1s 
equal to two right angles Simularly too in all other 
cases ° . 

Thus whereas we observe particular things by 
universal knowledge, we do not know them by the 
knowledge peculiar to them Hence it 1s possible 
to be mistaken about them, not because we have 
contrary knowledge about them but because, al- 
though we have universal Lnowledge of them, we 
are mistaken in our particulai Lnowledge 

Similarly too in the cases mentioned above’ The 
mistake with regard to the middle term is not con- 
tiary to the knowledge obtained by the syllogism, nor 
aie the suppositions with regaid to the two middle 
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67 a 
μέσων ὑπόληψις οὐδὲν δὲ κωλύει εἰδότα καὶ ὅτι 


“- A 7 ~ ~ 
τὸ A ὅλω τῶ Β ὑπάρχει καὶ πάλιν τοῦτο τῶ T, 
os 4 “~ o~ [χὰ “"-ς 
86 οἰηθῆναι μὴ ὑπάρχειν τὸ A τῶ [", οἷον ὅτι πᾶσα 
N } € ; ? ce 
ἡμίονος ἄτοκος Kal αὐτὴ ἡμίονος οἰεσθαΐ κύειν 
᾽ ὔ 4 a 
ταύτην οὐ yap ἐπίσταται ὅτι τὸ A τῶ Γ μὴ συν- 
~ σ “ , 
θεωρῶν τὸ Kal? ἑκάτερον ὥστε δῆλον ὅτι καὶ εἰ 
\ \ to \ ὃ \ \ io 3 θ , , 
τὸ μὲν olde τὸ δὲ μὴ οἷδεν ἀπατηθήσεται ὅπερ 
\ 7 > 
ἔχουσιν at καθόλου πρὸς Tas κατὰ μέρος ἐπιστήμας 
“- ~ ~ 9 / 
e7b οὐδὲν yap τῶν αἰσθητῶν ἔξω τῆς αἰσθήσεως yevd- 
\ 3 7 7 ᾿] 
μενον ἰσμεν, οὐδ᾽ av ἠσθημένοι τυγχάνωμεν, εἰ μὴ 
“- “ \ 3 3 
ὡς τῶ καθόλου καὶ τῶ ἔχειν τὴν οἰκείαν ἐπιστήμην, 
~ 3 a \ \ ? , 
ἀλλ᾽ oby ws τῷ ἐνεργεῖν τὸ yap ἐπίστασθαι 
os A [1 “Ὁ / \ e ~ > 
λέγεται τριχῶς, ἡ ὡς TH καθόλου ἡ ὡς TH οἰκεία 
~ “ 7 \ A 3 “Ἢ 
51 ὡς τῷ ἐνεργεῖν, ὥστε καὶ τὸ ἡπατῆσθαι τοσ- 
αυταχῶς 
IDA - “ { 907 19 κι \ 
Οὐδὲν οὖν κωλύει καὶ εἰδέναι καὶ ἡπατῆσθαι περὶ 
7 “ 
ταὐτό, πλὴν οὐκ ἐναντίως ὅπερ GupPaiver Kal TA 
/ \ \ 
καθ᾽ ἑκατέραν εἰδότι THY πρότασιν καὶ μὴ ἐπεσκεμ- 
‘ A 
μένω πρότερον ὑπολαμβάνων yap κύειν τὴν ἡμί- 
‘ 3 “ 
10 ονον οὐκ ἔχει τὴν κατὰ τὸ ἐνεργεῖν ἔπιστήμην, οὐδ᾽ 
“. 7 “ 
av διὰ τὴν ὑπόληψιν ἐναντίαν ἀπάτην TH ἐπιστήμη 
/ “ ~ / 
συλλογισμὸς yap ἡ ἐναντία ἀπάτη TH καθόλου 
Ὁ 5? ς r ; 1 > θῶ 4 ~ 9 
ὑπολαμβάνων τὸ ἀγαθῷ εἶναι κακῷ εἶναι 
α We may have knowledge of a particular object which we 
have seen, but 1f we are not now aware of the object we are 
not exercising that hnowledge 
ὃ This apparently means that τῇ the error in question weie 
really contrary to the man’s knowledge, he would have to 
now not only that all mules are stcrile but also that no mules 


are sterile, and his judgement that the particular mule 1s in 
foal would depend syllogistically upon the latte: premiss In 
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terms contrary There 1s no reason why a man who conjunc 
knows both that A apphes to the whole of B and" 
again that B apphes to C should not think that A does 
not apply to ὦ eg,if he knows that every mule 1s 
stenle, and that X 1s a mule, he may think that X 
is in foal , because he does not comprehend that A 
apphes to C, unless he considers both premuisses in 
conjunction Hence it is clear that he will also be 
mistaken if he knows the one but not the other , and 
this 1s just the 1elation of universal to particular 
knowledge Tor we do not know any object of sense 
when 1t occurs outside our sensation—not even if 
we have actually perceived it—except by umveisal 
knowledge together with the possession, but not the 
actuality,” of the knowledge pioper to that object 
For theie are three ways in which we can be said to 
know an object by universal knowledge, by the 
knowledge proper to the object, and in actuality 
Hence we can be said to be mistaken im as many 
different ways 

Thus there 1s no reason why one should not both The error 
know and be mistaken about the same thmg, only (intrary 
not im a contiary sense Indeed this 1s Just what to our 
happens m the case of the man who only knows the Spee 
premusses in disyunction and has not previously con- 
sidered the question , for m supposing that the mule 
is mm foal he does not possess actual knowledge, vet 
at the same time this supposition does not make his 
mistake contiary to his knowledge , for the mistake 
contrary to knowledge of the universal 1s a syllogism ὃ 

On the other hand he who thinks that the essence Real con- 


of good 1s the essence of bad will think that the same (708% οἱ 


reality, however, his error depends not upon syllogism but 
upon faulty perception 
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67 b A > A 6 / 3 ~ oa A ~ v 
τὸ αὐτὸ ὑπολήψεται ἀγαθῶ εἰναι καὶ κακῶ ἔστω 
\ \ aman > 27> κ' A \ δὲ ~A 4 
yap τὸ μὲν ἀγαθῶ εἶναι ἐφ᾽ ov A, τὸ δὲ κακῶ εἶναι 
18 ἐφ᾽ ov Β, πάλιν δὲ τὸ ἀγαθῶ εἴναι ἐφ᾽ οὔ Τ' ἐπεὶ 
ἊΣ > A ¢ / A \ A saa | > 
οὖν ταὐτὸν ὑπολαμβάνει τὸ B καὶ τὸ Τ', καὶ εἶναι 
τὸ 1' τὸ Β ὑπολήψεται, καὶ πάλιν τὸ Β τὸ A εἶναι 
ς 7 Ὡ \ \ A 4 \ ὅν τὴν 
ὡσαύτως, ὥστε καὶ τὸ Τ' τὸ αὶ ὥσπερ γὰρ εἰ ἣν 
ἀληθὲς καθ᾽ οὔ τὸ I τὸ Β καὶ καθ᾽ ov τὸ Β τὸ A, 
\ \ “- \ 3 \ = , \, 9 N ~ 
20 καὶ κατὰ τοῦ I τὸ A ἀληθὲς ἣν, οὕτω καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ 
\ ~ A o“ 
ὑπολαμβάνειν ὁμοίως δὲ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ εἶναι ταὐτοῦ 
‘ , “~ \ \ LA ~ ‘ A \ 
yap ὄντος τοῦ I’ καὶ B, καὶ πάλιν τοῦ B καὶ A, καὶ 
\ ~ ? \ me ω \ 3 A ~ / 
τὸ I’ τῶ A ταὐτὸν ἣν ὥστε καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ δοξάζειν 
ὁμοίως ap οὖν τοῦτο μὲν ἀναγκαῖον, et τις δώσει 
\ ἴω tAA? ͵ ? “- ὃ A e λ 
τὸ πρῶτον, ἀλλ᾽ ίσως ἐκεῖνο ψεῦδος, τὸ ὑπολαμ- 
“ ~ ~ A 
a5 Pave τινὰ κακῶ εἶναι TO ἀγαθῶ εἴναι, εἰ μὴ κατὰ 
συμβεβηκός πολλαχῶς γὰρ ἐγχωρεῖ τοῦθ᾽ ὕπο- 
λαμβάνειν ἐπισκεπτέον δὲ τοῦτο βέλτιον 
> \ Yd 
XXII Ὅταν δ᾽ ἀντιστρέφη τὰ ἄκρα, ἀνάγκη Kal 
τὸ μέσον ἀντιστρέφειν πρὸς ἀμῴφω εἰ γὰρ τὸ A 
‘\ “~ \ ~ ¢ / > 3 7 ᾿ 
κατὰ τοῦ I’ διὰ τοῦ Β ὑπάρχει, εἰ ἀντιστρέφει καὶ 
ς ? Ως \ A \ Α Γ \ \ B ~ A 
80 ὑπάρχει, ὦ TO A, παντὶ τὸ VT, καὶ τὸ B τῶ 
2 7 ‘oe / ed 4 \ \ \ 
ἀντιστρέφει, Kal ὑπάρχει, ὦ τὸ A, παντὶ τὸ B διὰ 
/ - \ \ ΤΠ “ Β ? / ὃ ‘ / 
μέσου τοῦ LD, καὶ τὸ 1" τῶ Β ἀντιστρέφει διὰ μέσου 
τοῦ ἃ καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ μὴ ὑπάρχειν ὡσαύτως, οἷον εἰ 
~ / ~ 
τὸ Β τῶ Τ' ὑπάρχει τῶ δὲ Β τὸ A μὴ ὑπάρχει, οὐδὲ 
a / “ 
τὸ A τῶ T οὐχ ὑπάρξει εἰ δὴ τὸ Β τῶ A ἀντι- 
‘4 4 \ Γ Δ A 3 / af A 4 
86 στρέφει, καὶ TO [7h A ἀντιστρέψει ἔστω yap τὸ 
4 There 1s no obvious icference either here or in 1 22 
> The obligation 1s not discharged in the logical works, but 


cf Met IV (T)iw 
¢ 2@ have the same extension and so are interchangeable 
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thing 1s the essence of good and the essence of bad must rest 
Let A stand for ‘ essence of good,’ B for ‘ essence ον; 
bad,’ and C again for ‘ essence of good ‘Then since hension 
he thinks B and C to be identical, he wall also think Lore 
that C 1s B, and again m the same Ὁ ay that Big A, credible 
and therefore also that Cis A (for just as we saw ἃ that 
if B is true of C and A of B, A 1s also true of C, so it 
is in respect of thinkmg Similarly too in respect of 
being , for we have seen that 1 C and B are identical 
and again B and A are identical, C is also identical 
with A Therefore the same holds im the case of 
opinion) Is this then a necessary consequence, if 
one giants the origmalassumption ὃ But piesumably 
it 1s false that anyone should think that the essence 
of good 15 the essence of bad, except accidentally , 
for there are several senses in which this may be 
thought But we must consider this question im 
gieater detail ὃ 

XXII When the extreme terms are convertible,¢ Conversion 
the middle term must also be convertible with both ae 
of them For supposing that A applies as predicate tye syllo 
to C through B, if this 1elation 1s convertible and Cer 
apples to all of that to which A apples, then B 1s 
also convertible with A, and applies thiough C as 
middle term to all of that to which A apphes, and 
C is convertible with B though A as middle term ὦ 
So too when the conclusion ἃς negative , eg, if Β (ὦ Negative 
apphes to C but A does not apply to B, nether wy] 3 !°8s™ 
Aapply ἰοῦ Then 1Ὲ Β 15 convertible with A, C will 
also be convertible with ἃ For let B not be apph- 

ὦ ‘The syllogisms are as follows 

(a) Bad (6) CaB (c’) Aac 
(ὁ) CaB (6) δας, (a) Bad 


(Ὁ) δὰ (a’) AaB (δ) Ba 
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B μὴ ὑπάρχον τῶ A οὐδ᾽ dpa τὸ p παντὶ yap τῶ 
τὸ > Β ὑπῆρχεν καὶ εἰ τῶ Β τὸ Ν᾿ ἀντιστρέφει, 
καὶ τῶ A’ ἀντιστρέφει καθ᾽ ov γὰρ ἅπαντος τὸ Β, 
‘ Α A > A \ \ > f ‘ 
Kal τὸ TL καὶ εἰ τὸ Τ᾿ πρὸς τὸ Α ἀντιστρέφει, καὶ 
τὸ B? ἀντιστρέφει [πρὸς τὸ Al? @ γὰρ τὸ Β τὸ 
D, @ δὲ τὸ A τὸ ᾿ * οὐχ ὑ ὑπάρχει καὶ μόνον τοῦτο 
ἀπὸ τοῦ συμπεράσματος ἄρχεται, τὰ δ᾽ ἄλλα οὐχ 
ὁμοίως καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ κατηγορικοῦ συλλογισμοῦ 
/ ᾽ \ \ 4 3 / \ \ \ 
Πάλιν εἰ τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β ἀντιστρέφει καὶ τὸ Τ' καὶ 
Ἁ @ , Wd ? 3 A \ \ 
τὸ A ὡσαύτως, ἅπαντι δ᾽ ἀνάγκη τὸ A ἡ τὸ T 
ς 7 \ A A t , Ψ ἢ 
ὑπάρχειν, καὶ τὸ Β καὶ Δ οὕτως ἐξει ὥστε παντὶ 
θάτερον ὑπάρχειν ἐπεὶ γὰρ ὦ τὸ τὸ Β, καὶ ὦ 
4 4 \ \ A \ Α \ > 4 
τὸ Τ' τὸ Δ, παντὶ δὲ τὸ A ἡ TO DP καὶ οὐχ ἅμα, 
φανερὸν ἃ ὅτι καὶ τὸ By τὸ A παντὶ καὶ οὐχ ἅμα 
οἷον εἰ τὸ ἀγένητον ἄφθαρτον καὶ τὸ ἄφθαρτον 
ἀγένητον, ἀνάγκη τὸ γενόμενον φθαρτὸν καὶ τὸ 
φθαρτὸν γεγονέναι δύο γὰρ συλλογισμοὶ aie 
> \ \ \ \ A \ A \ A 
πάλιν εἰ παντὶ μὲν τὸ Α ἡ τὸ Β καὶ τὸ Γ ἢ τὸ Δ, 
ἅμα δὲ μὴ ὑπάρχει, εἰ ἀντιστρέφει τὸ Α καὶ τὸ D, 
καὶ τὸ B καὶ τὸ A ἀντιστρέφει εἰ γὰρ τινὶ μὴ 
¢€ / \ “Ny \ ~ / 
a τὸ Β ὦ τὸ A, δῆλον ὅτι τὸ A ὑπάρχει εἰ 


τῷ Aj7d A A'Bleu τῶ Α τὸ Β Pacius 
3 ais και ro B] αντιστρεφει {και το B>, καὶ το B 
Jenkinson 
3 πρὸς τὸ A ἢ, πρὸς το ἃ δηλονοτι Supra lineam C? om cet 
470 A, To T A?B , Philoponus, Pacius τὸ I τὸ A 
A1B'Cnmf 





@ AeC may be proved by a syllogism in Camestres, but 
ef the following note 

> It seems better to keep the ms reading τῶ A than to 
accept τῷ ἃ τὸ B on the authority of Pacis His reading 
requires a proof that no Ais B, and whereas his argument 
1s generally condemned as too complicated, the syllogism in 
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cable to A, then neither will C be applicable, for B 
was assumed to apply to all C? Moreover, if Ὁ 15 
convertible with B, it 1s also convertible with A, for 
where®B 1s predicated of all, so toois C® Again, if 
C 15 convertible in relation to A, so toois B, for C 
apples to that to which B applies, but does not apply 
to that to which A applies This 1s the only e,ample 
which starts from the conclusion , the others differ in 
this respect from the affirmative syllogism 

Again, if A and B are convertible, and likewise Conversion 
C and D, and either A or C must apply to everything, OU PTs OF 
B and D must also be so related that one or the other alterna 
apples to everything For since B applies to that to ae 
which A applies, and Ὁ to that to which C apphies, 
and either A or C but not both at once must apply to 
everything itis evident that either B or Ὁ, but not 
both at once, must apply to everythmg ££ g,1if the 
ungenerated 1s impeiishable and the imperishable un- 
generated, that which has been generated must be 
peushable, and that which is perishable must have 
been generated , for we have here the product of two 
syllogisms*® Again, if exther A or B (but not both at 
once) applies to everything, and likewise either C or 
D, 1 A and C are convertible, so are Band Ὁ For 
if B does not apply to something to which D applies, 


Celarent offered by modern expositors only proves the con- 
veise, viz thatno BisA Hence although the proof which 
the ms reading implies, that no A 1s C, 1s unattainable by 
syllogism, I am disposed to agree with Waitz and Maier 
that Aristotle bases his argument simply upon the inter- 
changeability of the convertible terms B and C_ So in the 
next example also 

¢ Since this eaample illustrates the case which follows and 
not that which precedes 1t, either the text or Aristotle’s thought 
appears to be in disorder Hence it is hard to say what the 
‘two syllogisms’ are, but ef the next note 
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68 ὃ 
? Ὁ ἢ 
1 δὲ τὸ A, καὶ τὸ Γ΄ ἀντιστρέφει γάρ ὥστε ἅμα τὸ 


Γ καὶ Δ τοῦτο δ᾽ ἀδύνατον 
Ὅταν δὲ τὸ A όλω τῶ Β καὶ τῶ TV ὑπάρχῃ καὶ 
ὃ \ LAA “~ ¢ , δὲ \ \ B 
μηδενὸς ἄλλου κατηγορῆται, ὑπάρχη ὃὲ καὶ TO 
4 ~ 3 / 4 ‘ 3 / 2 A 
παντὶ τῶ Τ', ἀνάγκη τὸ A καὶ B ἀντιστρέφειν ἐπεὶ 
γὰρ κατὰ μόνων τῶν ΒΓ λέγεται τὸ A, κατηγο- 
o~ \ \ A ? \ ε “- \ ~ ἢ 
20 ρεῖται δὲ τὸ Β καὶ αὐτὸ αὑτοῦ καὶ τοῦ I’, φανερὸν 
ότι καθ᾽ wv τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β λεχθήσεται πάντων πλὴν 
αὐτοῦ τοῦ Α 
Πάλιν ὅταν τὸ A καὶ τὸ Β ὅλω τῷ Τ' ὑπάρχῃ, 
3 ᾽ὔ A 4 ~ > / Α \ 
ἀντιστρέφη δὲ τὸ Τ' τῶ B, ἀνάγκη τὸ A παντὶ 
τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν ἐπεὶ γὰρ παντὶ τῶ Τ' τὸ A, τὸ δὲ 
~ \ b! 9 7 Ἁ A 4 ~ 
aT τῷ B διὰ τὸ ἀντιστρέφειν, καὶ τὸ A παντὶ τῶ 
Β ὑπάρξει 
Ὅταν δὲ δυοῖν ὄντοιν τὸ Α τοῦ Β αἱρετώτερον 
ἢ. ὄντων ἀντικειμένων, «καὶ τὸ Δ τοῦ I’ ὡσαύτως, 
εἰ αἱρετώτερα τὰ AL τῶν ΒΔ, τὸ A τοῦ Δ αἱρετώ- 
ς / A \ \ \ \ \ 
τερον ὁμοίως yap διωκτὸν τὸ A καὶ φευκτὸν τὸ B 
80 (ἀντικείμενα γάρ), καὶ τὸ Γ' τοῦ Δ (καὶ γὰρ ταῦτα 
ἀντίκειντα)͵ εἰ ovv τὸ A τῶ Δ ὁμοίως aiperov, 
καὶ τὸ Β τῶ Τ' φευκτόν ἑκάτερον γὰρ ἑκατέρω 
ὁμοίως, φευκτὸν διωκτῶ στε καὶ τὰ dudw τὰ 
AT τοῖς ΒΔ ἐπεὶ δὲ μᾶλλον, οὐχ οἷόν τε ὁμοίως 
\ ‘ “a ‘ e , “ >? \ \ ~ 
καὶ yap av τὰ BA ὁμοίως σαν εἰ δὲ τὸ A τοῦ 
A αἱρετώτερον, καὶ τὸ Β τοῦ I’ ἧττον φευκτόν τὸ 
ss γὰρ ἔλαττον τῶ ἐλάττονι ἀντίκειται. αἱρετώτερον 
δὲ τὸ μεῖζον ἀγαθὸν καὶ ἔλαττον κακὸν ἡ τὸ ἔλαττον 
> Ad ‘ ΄- / 4 \ Ὁ ” A 
ἀγαθὸν Kat μεῖζον κακόν Kal τὸ ἅπαν dpa τὸ BA 
αἱρετώτερον τοῦ AT νῦν δ᾽ οὐκ ἔστιν τὸ A dpa 
δ10 
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clearly A apphes to τὸ, and if A applies, so does C, 
since they 816 conveitible Therefore C and D both 
apply at once , but this 15 impossible ¢ 

When A apphes to the whole of B and of C, and is Other 
predicated of nothing else, and B also applies to all C, 38. on 
A and B must be convertible For since A 1s stated 
only of B and C, and B 1s predicated both of 1tself 
and of C, it is evident that B will also be stated of 
all subjects of which A 1s stated, except A 1tself 

Again, when A and B apply to the whole of C, and 
Ο 15 convertible with B, A must apply to all B For 
smce A applies to all C, and C by conversion to B, 
A will also apply to all B 

When, of two opposite alternatives A and B, A 1s Prefer 
preferable to B, and similaily D 15 preferable to C, *eyiy οὗ 
if A and C together are preferable to B and D ἴο- tions of 
gether, A is preferable to D Fo. A 15 as much to pha 
be pursued as B 1s to be avoided, since they are “v¢ 
opposites , and similaily with C and D, since they 
also aie opposites Thenif Ais as much io be chosen 
as D, Bis as much to be avoided as C, since each is 
equally with each to be pursued οἱ avoided 1espect- 
wely Therefoie the combination AC 15 equally 
desirable with the combination BD But since AC 1s 
prefeiable, 1t cannot be equally desirable, for if so, 
BD would be equally desirable And if D 15 prefer- 
able to A, B will also be less to be avoided than C, 
for the lesser 1s opposed to the lesser extreme , and 
the gieate: good and lessei evil will be preferable to 
the lesse: good and greater evil Therefore the 
combination BD will be preferable to AC But in 


σ Sc ‘and therefore B applies to all D Similarly Ὁ 
applies to all B Therefore B and D are convertible ’ 
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68 a 
αἱρετώτερον τοῦ A, καὶ τὸ Τ' dpa rot Β ἧττον 
φευκτόν 
40 Εἰ δὴ ἕλοιτο πᾶς 6 ἐρῶν κατὰ τὸν ἔρωτα, τὸ A 
τὸ οὕτως ἔχειν ὥστε χαρίζεσθαι καὶ τὸ μὴ χαρίζε- 
σθαι τὸ ep ov I’, ἡ τὸ χαρίζεσθαι τὸ ἐφ᾽ ov A καὶ 
68b τὸ μὴ τοιοῦτον εἶναι οἵον χαρίζεσθαι τὸ ἐφ᾽ οὔ Β, 
δῆλον ὃ ὅτι τὸ Α τὸ τοιοῦτον εἶναι αἱρετώτερόν ἐστιν 
ἢ τὸ χαρίσασθαι " τὸ ἄρα φιλεῖσθαι τῆς συιουσίας 
αἱρετώτερον κατὰ τὸν ἔρωτα μᾶλλον ἄρα ὃ ἔρως 
5 ἐστὶ τῆς φιλίας ὴ τοῦ συνεῖναι εἰ δὲ μάλιστα τού- 
του, καὶ τέλος τοῦτο τὸ ἄρα συνεῖναι ἡ οὐκ ἔστιν 
ὅλως ἢ τοῦ φιλεῖσθαι ἕνεκεν καὶ γὰρ at ἄλλαι 
ἐπιθυμίαι καὶ τέχναι οὕτως * 
XXIII Πῶς μὲν οὖν ἔχουσιν οἱ ὅροι κατὰ τὰς 
ἀντιστροφὰς καὶ τὸ φευκτότεροι ἢ αἱρετώτεροι" 
10 εἶναι, φανερόν ort δ᾽ οὐ μόνον of διαλεκτικοὶ καὶ 
ἀποδεικτικοὶ συλλογισμοὶ διὰ τῶν προειρημένων 
γίγνονται σχημάτων, ἀλλὰ καὶ οἱ ῥητορικοὶ καὶ 
ὁπλῶς ἡτισοῦν πίστις καὶ ἡ καθ᾽ ὁποιανοῦν μέθ- 
οδον, νῦν ἂν εἴη λεκτέον ἅπαντα γὰρ πιστεύομεν ἣ 
διὰ συλλογισμοῦ ἡ ἐξ ἐ ἐπαγωγῆς 
ῖὸ Eraywyt μὲν our ἐστὶ καὶ ὁ ἐξ ἐπαγωγῆς 
συλλογισμὸς τὸ διὰ τοῦ ἑτέρου θάτερον “ἄκρον τῶ 
μέσω συλλογίσασθαι, οἷον εἰ τῶν AD μέσον τὸ Β, 
διὰ τοῦ Τ' δεῖξαι τὸ A τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν οὕτω γὰρ 
ποιούμεθα τὰς ἐπαγωγάς οἷον ἔστω τὸ A μακρό- 
20 βιον, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ᾧ Β τὸ χολὴν μὴ ἔχον, ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ 1" 
1 χαρίζεσθαι Amt 2 ουτως] οὕτω γινονται aByd An? 


8. φευκτοτεροι ἢ (ἢ καὶ C) αιρετώτεροι ABC αιρετωτερον ἢ 
φευκτοτερον mf, Bekker αἱρετώτεροι ἢ φευκτοτεροι Ὡ 





@ For the distinction between dialectical and demonstra- 
tive reasoning cf 24a 22 
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fact 111s not Therefore A 15 preferable to Ὁ, and 
therefore C 1s less to be avoided than B 

If then every lover under the influence of his love 
woulde prefe: his beloved to be disposed to gratify 
him (A) without doing so (C), 1athe: than matify 
him (D) without being inclined to do so (B), clearly A 
—that the beloved should be so inclined—is prefer- 
able to the act of gratification Therefore in love to 
have one’s affection returned 1s preferable to inter- 
course with the beloved Therefore love aums at 
affection rather than at mtercourse , and if affection 
15 the principal aim of love, 1t 1s also the end of love 
Therefore unte:course 1s either not an end at all, or 
only with a view to receiving affection The same 

rinciple, indeed, governs all other desires and arts 

XXIII It is evident, then, how the terms are au 
conditioned as regards conversions and as represent- Convictions 
mg degrees of pieferability and the reverse We either by 
must now observe that not only dialectical* and 3 aia 
demonstrative syllogisms are effected by means of mduction 
the figures already described, but also rhetonical ὃ 
syllogisms and in general every kind of mental con- 
viction, whatever form 1t may take For all our 
beliefs are formed ether by means of syllogism οἱ 
fiom mduction 

Induction, or inductive reasoning, consists in estab- Rules for 
hshing a relation between one extreme term and the auctor 
middle term by means of the othe: extreme, eg ,if 
B is the middle term of A and C, 1n proving by means 
of C that A apphes to B, for this 1s how we effect 
inductions Eg, let A stand for ‘ long-lived,’ B for 
‘that which has no bile’ and C for the long-lived 


ὃ For rhetorical arguments ¢f An Post 71a9-11 
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88 b 
τὸ καθ᾽ ἕκαστον μακρόβιον, οἵον ἄνθρωπος καὶ 


ἔππος καὶ ἡμίονος τῶ δὴ Τ' ὅλω ὑπάρχει τὸ Α 
πᾶν γαρ τὸ ἄχολον μακρόβιον * ἀλλὰ καὶ τὸ Β, 
τὸ μὴ ἔχον χολήν, παντὶ ὑπάρχει τῶ ΓΟ ‘ed οὖν 
ἀντιστρέφει τὸ Τὶ τῶ Β καὶ μὴ ὑπερτεΐνει τὸ μέσον, 
25 ἀνάγκη τὸ A τῶ Β ὑπάρχειν δέδεικται γὰρ πρό- 
τερον ὅτι ἂν δύο ἅττα τῶ αὐτῶ ὑπάρχη καὶ πρὸς 
θάτερον αὐτῶν ἀντιστρέφη τὸ ἄκρον, ὅτι TH ἀντι- 
στρέφοντι καὶ θάτερον ὑπάρξει τῶν κατηγορου- 
μένων δεῖ δὲ νοεῖν τὸ Γ τὸ ἐξ ἁπάντων τῶν καθ᾽ 
έκαστον συγκείμενον ἡ γὰρ ἐπαγωγὴ διὰ πάντων 
80 Ἔστι δ᾽ ὁ τοιοῦτος συ ογισμὸς τῆς πρώτης καὶ 
ἀμέσου “προτάσεως ayy μὲν γὰρ ἔστι μέσον διὰ τοῦ 
μέσου ὁ συλλογισμός, ὧν δὲ μή ἐστι, δι᾽ ἐπαγωγῆς 
καὶ τρόπον τινὰ ἀντίκειται ἡ ἐπαγωγὴ τῶ συλ- 
λογισμῶ ὁ μὲν γὰρ διὰ τοῦ μέσου τὸ ἄκρον τῶ 
86 τρίτω δείκνυσιν, ἢ δὲ διὰ τοῦ τρίτου τὸ ἄκρον τῶ 
μέσω φύσει μὲν οὔν πρότερος καὶ γνωριμώτερος 
ὁ διὰ τοῦ μέσου συλλογισμός, ἡ ἡμῖν δ᾽ ἐναργέστερος 

ὁ διὰ τῆς ἐπαγωγῆς 
XXIV Παράδειγμα δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὅταν τῶ μέσω τὸ 
ἄκρον ὑπάρχον δειχθῆ διὰ τοῦ ὁμοίου τῶ τρίτω 
49 δεῖ δὲ καὶ τὸ μέσον τῶ τρίτω καὶ τὸ πρῶτον τῶ 


1 πᾶν μακροβιον an secludendum ? 


¢ Cf De Part Animal 670 a 20, 677 a 15-- 11 

> This statement 15 a petzt10 prencipre , it 1s also irrelevant 
here, and should probably be excised 

¢ Of Hist Anwmal 506 a 20, De Part Animal 676 Ὁ 26 ff 

¢4e B, which 1s the middle term of the mduction In 
the sentence which follows, Aristotle has m mind (as Jenkin 
son points out) two syllogisms one in Darapti (CaA—CaB, 

BiA) and one—after the conversion of BC—in Barbara 
(CaA—BaC, BaA) butin these Β 15 still called the middle 
and C the eatreme term 
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individuals such as man and horse and mule? Then 
A applies to the whole of C [for every bileless animal 
is long-lived] ® But B, ‘ not having bile, also apples 
to alleC ὁ Thenif C 1s convertible with B,2e,1f the 
middle term @ 1s not wider in extension, A must apply 
to B For 1t has been shown above 5 that if any two 
predicates apply to the same subject and the extreme 
is convertible with one of them, then the other pre- 
dicate will also apply to the one which 1s conveitible 
We must, however, understand by C the sum of all 
the particular instances , for it 1s by taking all of 
these into account that induction proceeds 

This kind of syllogism 1s concerned with the first or Induction 
ummediate premiss* Where there 1s a middle teim, ee 
the syllogism proceeds by means of the middle , sylesism 
where there τς not, 1t proceeds by induction Thcre 
is a sense in which induction 1s opposed to syllogism, 
for the latter shows by the middle term that the 
major extreme apples to the third, while the former 
shows by means of the third that the major extreme 
apples to the middle Thus by nature the syllogism 
by means of the middle 1s prior and more hnowable , 
but syllogism by induction 15 moie apparent to us 5 

XXIV We have an Example” when the major Proof by 
extieme 1s shown to be appheable to the middle term *#@™P!¢ 
by means of a term similar to the thnd It must be 
known both that the middle applies to the third term 


® 68 a 21-95 

f Induction supplies, without the aid of a middle term, the 
universal proposition which stands as major piemuiss for 
purposes of inference 

9 Because the abstract logical process is from universal to 
particular, but the human mind proceeds from particular to 
universal Cf Met VII (Z)iv 1029 Ὁ 3-12 

h Of An Post 11 ἃ 10, Rhet 1396 Ὁ 8 
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μὲ Guotw γνώριμον εἶναι ὑπάρχον οἷον ἔστω τὸ A 
69a Κακόν, τὸ δὲ Β πρὸς ὁμόρους ἀναιρεῖσθαι πόλεμον, 
ἐφ᾽ ὦ δὲ Γ' τὸ ᾿Αθηναίους πρὸς Θηβαίους, τὸ δ᾽ 
ἐφ᾽ ὦ Δ Θηβαίους πρὸς Φωκεῖς ἐὰν οὖν βουλῶμεθα 
δεῖξαι ὅτι τὸ Θηβαίοις πολεμεῖν κακόν ἐστι, ληπ- 
τέον ὅτι τὸ πρὸς τοὺς ὁμόρους πολεμεῖν κακόν 
5 τούτου δὲ πίστις ἐκ τῶν ὁμοίων, ovov ὅτι Θηβαίοις 
6 πρὸς Φωκεῖς ἐπεὶ οὖν τὸ πρὸς τοὺς ὁμόρους 
κακόν, τὸ δὲ πρὸς Θηβαίους πρὸς ὁμόρους ἐστί, 
φανερὸν ὅτι τὸ πρὸς Θηβαίους πολεμεῖν κακόν 
ὅτι μὲν οὖν τὸ Β τῶ Γ' καὶ τῶ Δ ὑπάρχει φανερόν 
(ἄμφω γάρ ἐστι πρὸς τοὺς ὁμόρους ἀναιρεῖσθαι 
10 πόλεμον), καὶ ὅτι τὸ A τῶ Δ (Θηβαίοις γὰρ οὐ 
συνήνεγκεν 6 πρὸς Φωκεῖς πόλεμος) ὅτι δὲ τὸ 
τῷ Β ὑπάρχει διὰ τοῦ Δ δειχθήσεται τὸν αὐτὸν 
δὲ τρόπον Kay εἰ διὰ πλειόνων τῶν ὁμοίων ἡ πίστις 
γίγνοιτο τοῦ μέσου πρὸς τὸ ἄκρον 
Φανερὸν οὖν ὅτι τὸ παράδειγμά ἐστιν οὔτε ὡς 
15 μέρος πρὸς ὅλον οὔτε ὡς ὅλον πρὸς μέρος, ἀλλ᾽ ὡς 
μέρος πρὸς μέρος, ὅταν ἄμφω μὲν ἢ ὑπὸ ταὐτό, 
γνώριμον δὲ θάτερον καὶ διαφέρει τῆς ἐπαγωγῆς 
ὅτι ἡ μὲν ἐξ ἁπάντων τῶν ἀτόμων τὸ ἄκρον ἐδεί- 
κνυεν ὑπάρχειν τῶ μέσω καὶ πρὸς τὸ ἄκρον οὐ 
συνῆπτε τὸν συλλογισμόν, τὸ δὲ καὶ συνάπτει καὶ 
οὐκ ἐξ ἁπάντων δείκνυσιν 
2 XXV ᾿Απαγωγὴ δ᾽ ἐστὶν ὅταν τῶ μὲν μέσω τὸ 
πρῶτον δῆλον ἢ ὑπάρχον τῶ δὲ ἐσχάτω τὸ μέσον 
ἄδηλον μέν, ὁμοίως δὲ πιστὸν ἡ μᾶλλον τοῦ συμ- 





¢ Kxample proceeds neither (like induction) from par- 
ticular to general, nor (like syllogism) vice versa, but from 
one co-ordinate particular to another 

> 68 b 27-29 
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69a 
περάσματος, ἔτι ἂν ὀλίγα ἢ Ἶ τὰ μέσα Τοῦ ἐσχάτου 


καὶ τοῦ “μέσου πάντως γὰρ ἐγγύτερον εἶναι συμ- 
βαίνει τῆς ἐπιστήμης οἷον ἔστω τὸ A τὸ διδακτόν, 
25 ἐφ᾽ οὔ Β ἐπιστήμη, τὸ Τ' δικαιοσύνη ἡ μὲν οὖν 
ἐπιστήμη ὅτι διδακτὸν, φανερόν 7 δ᾽ ἀρετὴ εἰ 
ἐπιστήμη ἄδηλον εἰ οὖν ὁμοίως ἡ μᾶλλον πιστὸν 
τὸ ΒΓ τοῦ AT, ἀπαγωγή ἐστιν ἐγγύτερον γὰρ τοῦ 
ἐπίστασθαι διὰ τὸ προσειληφέναι, τὴν AI? ἐπι- 
στήμην πρότερον οὐκ ἔχοντας 
80 Ἢ πάλιν εἰ ὀλίγα τὰ μέσα τῶν BP καὶ γὰρ 
οὕτως ἐγγύτερον τοῦ εἰδέναι οἷον εἰ τὸ Δ εἴη 
τετραγωνίζεσθαι, τὸ δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ E εὐθύγραμμον, τὸ 
δ᾽ ἐφ᾽ ὦ Z κύκλος εἰ τοῦ EZ ἕν μόνον ein μέσον, 
τὸ μετὰ μηνίσκων ἴσον γίγνεσθαι εὐθυγράμμω τὸν 
κύκλον, ἐγγὺς ἂν ein τοῦ εἰδέναι ὅταν δὲ μήτε 
35 πιστότερον ἢ τὸ ΒΡ τοῦ ΑΓ μήτ᾽ ὀλίγα τὰ μέσα, 
οὐ λέγω ἀπαγωγήν οὐδ᾽ ὅταν ἄμεσον ἢ τὸ 
ἐπιστήμη γὰρ τὸ τοιοῦτον 
XXVI "Evoracis δ᾽ ἐστὶ πρότασις προτάσει 
ἐναντία διαφέρει δὲ τῆς προτάσεως ὅτι τὴν μὲν 
ἔνστασιν ἐνδέχεται εἶναι ἐπὶ μέρους, τὴν δὲ πρό- 
690 τασιν ἢ ὅλως οὐκ ἐνδέχεται ἡ οὐκ ἐν τοῖς καθόλου 
συλλογισμοῖς 
Φέρεται δὲ ἡ ένστασις διχῶς καὶ διὰ δύο σχη- 
μάτων, διχῶς μὲν ὅτι ἡ καθόλου 7 ἐν μέρει πᾶσα 
ἔνστασις, ἐκ δύο δὲ σχημάτων ὅτι ἀντικείμεναι 
φέρονται TH προτάσει, τὰ δ᾽ ἀντικείμενα ἐν τῶ 


1 προσειληφέναι, τὴν ALT] προσειληφεναι τῇ AT τὴν BI, 
Pacius, Tricot 





* According to the theory of Hippocrates of Chios ef 
Soph Elench 171b 15 
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intermediate terms between the last and the middle , 
ἴοι in all such cases the effect 1s to bring us nearer to 
knowledge (1)#¢,let Astandfor that which can 
be tatight,’ B for ‘ knowledge ’ and C for ‘ morality ’ 
Then that knowledge can be taught 1s evident , but 
whether virtue is knowledge 1s not clear Then if 
BC 1s not less probable οἱ 1s more probable than AC, 
we have reduction , ἔοι we are neare: to knowledge 
for having intioduced an additional term, whereas 
before we had no hnowledge that AC 1s true 

(2) Or again we have reduction if there are not 
many intermediate terms between B and C, for in 
this case too we are brought nearer to knowledge 
Eg, suppose that Ὁ is ‘to square,’ E rectilinear 
figme’ and F ‘encle’ Assuming that between E 
and F there is only one mtermediate te1m—that the 
cucle becomes equal to a 1ectilinea: figuie by means 
of lunules “—we should approximate to knowledge 
When, however, BC 1s not more probable than AC, 
οὐ theie are several intermediate terms, I do not use 
the expression ‘ieduction , nor when the proposi- 
tion BC 1s immediate , for such a statement implies 
Lnowledge ὃ 

XXVI_ An objection 15 a premiss which 15 contrary Objection 
to another premiss It diffeis fiom the premiss m 74794 
that 1t may be particular, whereas the piemuiss either 
cannot be particular at all, οἱ at least not in universal 
syllogisms 

An objection can be brought in two ways and 1n Objections 
two figures im two ways because every objection 1s tation 


particular or 


either universal or paiticular, and by two figmes ila ἘΝ 
because objections are brought in opposition to the raised in 


> And therefore 1eduction, which 15 a method of approxi- 
mation to knowledge, is out of place 
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69 b 
~ f 
ὁ πρώτω καὶ TH TPITW σχήματι περαΐνονται μόνοις 


ὅταν γὰρ ἀξιώση παντὶ ὑπάρχειν, ἐνιστάμεθα ὅτι 
οὐδενὶ ἡ ὅτι τινὶ οὐχ ὑπάρχει τούτων δὲ τὸ μὲν 
μηδενὶ ἐκ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος, τὸ δὲ τινὶ μὴ ἐκ 
τοῦ ἐσχάτου οἷον ἔστω τὸ A μίαν εἶναι ἐπι- 
στήμην, ἐφ᾽ ὦ τὸ Β ἐναντία προτείναντος δὴ μίαν 
10 εἶναι τῶν ἐναντίων ἐπιστήμην ἡ ὅτι ὅλως οὐχ ἡ 
αὐτὴ τῶν ἀντικειμένων ἐνίσταται, τὰ δ᾽ ἐναντία 
ἀντικείμενα, ὥστε γίγνεται τὸ πρῶτον σχῆμα, ἢ ὅτι 
τοῦ γνωστοῦ καὶ ἀγνώστου οὐ μία τοῦτο δὲ τὸ 
τρίτον κατὰ γὰρ τοῦ I’, τοῦ γνωστοῦ καὶ ἀγνώ- 
στοῦ, τὸ μὲν ἐναντία εἶναι ἀληθές, τὸ δὲ μίαν αὐτῶν 
15 ἐπιστήμην εἶναι ψεῦδος 
Πάλιν ἐπὶ τῆς στερητικῆς προτάσεως ὡσαύτως 
ἀξιοῦντος γὰρ μὴ εἶναι μίαν τῶν ἐναντίων ἡ ὅτι 
πάντων τῶν ἀντικειμένων ἢ ὅτι τινῶν ἐναντίων ἡ 
αὐτὴ λέγομεν, οἵον ὑγιεινοῦ καὶ νοσώδους τὸ μὲν 
οὖν πάντων ἐκ τοῦ πρώτου, τὸ δὲ τινῶν ἐκ τοῦ 
τρίτου σχήματος 
20 ᾿Απλῶς γὰρ ἐν πᾶσι καθόλου μὲν ἐνιστάμενον 
ἀνάγκη πρὸς τὸ καθόλου τῶν προτεινομένων τὴν 
ἀντίφασιν εἰπεῖν οἷον εἰ μὴ τὴν αὐτὴν ἀξιοῖ τῶν 
ἐναντίων, πάντων εἰπόντα τῶν ἀντικειμένων μίαν 
(οὕτω δ᾽ ἀνάγκη τὸ πρῶτον εἶναι σχῆμα, μέσον γὰρ 
γίγνεται τὸ καθόλου πρὸς τὸ ἐξ ἀρχῆς) ἐν μέρει 
5 δέ, πρὸς ὁ ἐστι καθόλου καθ᾽ ov λέγεται ἡ πρό- 





α Because the second figure gives only negative conclu- 
sions, 28 a7, 
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premiss, and opposites can be proved only in the first the frst 
and thud figures* For when our opponent claims fries! 
that the predicate applies to all of the subject, we Objection 
object that it applies to none, οἱ does not apply to affirmative 
some The former objection 1s brought by the first Pre™'ss 
figure, and the latter by the last Eg, let A stand 
for ‘ to be one science,’ and B for ‘ contranes’” Then 
when it 1s premised that there 15 one science of con- 
traiies, the objection 1s either (1) that the same science 
does not treat of opposites, and that contraries aie 
opposites—so that the first figure results , or (2) that 
there 15 not one science of the knowable and unknow- 
able This is the third figure , for to state of C, viz 
the knowable and unknowable, that they are con- 
traries,is true, but to state that there 1s one science 
of them 15 false 

So again in the case of a negative premiss When andtoa 
it 1s claimed that there 1s not one science of con- premas 
traiies, we reply either that all opposites or that 
some contiaries, eg, the healthy and the diseased, 
are studied by a single science The former objec- 
tion 15 raised by the first figure, and the latter by the 
third 

The general rule is that in all cases one who 1s Rules for 
laising a universal objection must state his contradic- tniversal 
tion with 1eference to the univeisal including the 
terms piemised , eg, if 1t 1s claimed that the same 
science does not treat of contraries, he must maintain 
that there is one scicnce of all opposites In this 
way the first figure must result, for the univeisal 
which includes the original term becomes the middle 
But when the objection 1s particular the contradic- and 
tion must be stated with 1eference to the term which 15 uae 


included by the subject of the premiss as a universal , 
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τασις, οἷον γνωστοῦ καὶ ἀγνώστου μὴ τὴν αὐτήν 
τὰ γὰρ ἐναντία καθόλου πρὸς ταῦτα (καὶ γίγνεται 
τὸ τρίτον σχῆμα μέσον γὰρ τὸ ἐν μέρει λαμβανό- 
μενον, οἵον τὸ γνωστὸν καὶ τὸ ἄγνωστον) ἐξ ὧν 
γὰρ ἔστι συλλογίσασθαι τοὐναντίον, ἐκ τούτων καὶ 
τὰς ἐνστάσεις ἐπιχειροῦμεν λέγειν διὸ καὶ ἐκ 
μόνων τούτων τῶν σχημάτων φέρομεν ἐν μόνοις 
γὰρ οἱ ἀντικείμενοι συλλογισμοί (διὰ γὰρ τοῦ μέσου 
οὐκ ἣν καταφατικῶς) 

Ἔτι δὲ Kav λόγου δέοιτο πλείονος ἡ διὰ τοῦ 
μέσου σχήματος, οἵον εἰ μὴ δοίη τὸ Α τῶ Bo ὑπάρ- 
χειν διὰ τὸ μὴ ἀκολουθεῖν αὐτῶ τὸ τ τοῦτο γὰρ 
δι᾽ ἄλλων προτάσεων δῆλον οὐ δεῖ δὲ εἰς ἄλλα 
ἐκτρέπεσθαι τὴν ἔνστασιν, ἀλλ᾽ εὐθὺς φανερὰν ἔχειν 
τὴν ἑτέραν πρότασιν διὸ καὶ τὸ σημεῖον ἐκ μόνου 
τούτου τοῦ σχήματος οὐκ ἔστιν 

? 7 \ \ \ ~ ,ὔ 2 “ 

Ἐπισκεπτέον δὲ καὶ περὶ τῶν ἄλλων ἐνστάσεων, 
οἷον περὶ τῶν ἐκ τοῦ ἐναντίου καὶ τοῦ ὁμοίου καὶ 
τοῦ κατὰ δόξαν, καὶ εἰ τὴν ἐν μέρει ἐκ τοῦ πρώτου 
ἡ τὴν στερητικὴν ἐκ τοῦ μέσου δυνατὸν λαβεῖν 

XVI ἙΕἰκὸς δὲ καὶ σημεῖον οὐ ταὐτόν ἐστιν, 
ἀλλὰ τὸ μὲν εἰκός ἐστι πρότασις ἔνδοξος ὃ γὰρ ὡς 
ἐπὶ τὸ πολὺ ἴσασιν οὕτω γιγνόμενον ἡ μὴ γιγνό- 
μενον ἢ ὃν ἢ μὴ ον, τοῦτ᾽ ἐστὶν εἰκός, οἷον τὸ 
μισεῖν τοὺς φθονοῦντας ἡ τὸ φιλεῖν τοὺς ἐρωμένους 
σημεῖον δὲ βούλεται εἶναι πρότασις ἀποδεικτικὴ 





728 a7 

ὃ The argument 13 AaC—BeC, BeA But this de- 
pends upon the validity of the major AaC, which itself needs 
proof 

¢ Of 70a34ff The remark 15 inelevant here 

«6 Rhet II xxv 
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é g,it must be stated that the science of the know- 
able and the unknowable is not the same, for these 
are included in contraries as a universal, and the 
thid figure results, for the term which is assumed as 
paitioular, viz the knowable and unknowable, be- 
comes the middle It 1s from the premusses fiom 
which it 1s possible to argue the contiary that we try 
to infer objections Hence it 1s only by these figures 
that we try to raise them, because in these only are 
opposite syllogisms possible, since (as we saw) an 
affirmative result cannot be obtained in the middle 
figure 

Moreover, an objection by the middle figure would Dificulty 
lequne more argument , ὁ g , supposing that it were f,(pecton 
not granted that A apphes to B on the ground that C second 
1s not a consequent of Β This can be clearly shown “ 
by means of further premisses®, but an objection 
ought not to pass on to other considerations, but to 
display its fuither premiss immediately Hence also 
this 1s the only figure fiom which proof by signs ὅ 15 
impossible 

We must also consider the other forms of objection, 
viz objections from contrary or similar cases, Οἱ from 
received opinion®, and whether particular objec- 
tions can be drawn from the first or negative ob- 

ections from the second figure ¢ 

XXVII A probability is not the same as a sign A prob 
The former 1s a generally accepted premiss , for that repay 
which people know to happen or not to happen, or to froma sign, 
be or not to be, usually in a particular way, 1s a prob- 
abihty eg, that the envious are malevolent or that 
those who are loved are affectionate <A sign, how- 
ever, means a demonstrative premiss which 1s neces- 


ε This question 1s, I believe, never discussed 
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70a . sey a ee Ὁ “ae 
ἀναγκαῖα ἡ ἔνδοξος οὔ γὰρ ὄντος ἔστιν ἡ Ov γενο- 
μένου πρότερον ἡ 7 ὕστερον γέγονε τὸ πρᾶγμα, τοῦτο 
10 σημεῖόν ἐστι τοῦ γεγονέναι ἡ εἶναι 
᾿Ενθύμημα μὲν οὖν ἐστὶ συλλογισμὸς ἐξ εἰκότων 
ἢ σημείων, λαμβάνεται δὲ τὸ “σημεῖον τριχῶς, 
ὁσαχῶς καὶ τὸ μέσον ἐν τοῖς σχήμασιν Ἃ γὰρ ὡς 
ἐν τῶ πρώτω ἡ ὡς ἐν τῶ μέσω ἡ ὡς ἐν τῶ τρίτω, 
οἷον τὸ μὲν δεῖξαι κύουσαν διὰ τὸ γάλα ἐ ἔχειν ἐκ 
15 τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος μέσον γὰρ τὸ γάλα έχειν 
ἐφ᾽ ὦ 70 A κύειν, τὸ B yada ἔχειν, γυνὴ ἐφ oT 
τὸ δ᾽ ὅτι οἵ σοφοὶ σπουδαῖοι, Πιττακὸς γὰρ σπου- 
δαῖος, διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου ἐφ᾽ ὦ A τὸ σπουδαῖον, 
ἐφ᾽ ὦ B ot σοφοί, ἐφ᾽ ὦ T Πιττακός ἀληθὲς δὴ 
καὶ τὸ Α καὶ τὸ Β τοῦ Γ κατηγορῆσαι, πλὴν τὸ 
20 μὲν οὐ λέγουσι διὰ τὸ εἰδέναι, τὸ δὲ λαμβάνουσιν 
τὸ δὲ κύειν ὅτι ὠχρὰ διὰ τοῦ μέσου σχήματος 
βούλεται εἶναι ἐπεὶ γὰρ έπεται ταῖς κυούσαις τὸ 
ὠχρόν, ἀκολουθεῖ δὲ καὶ ταύτη, δεδεῖχθαι οἴονται 
ὅτι κύει τὸ ὠχρὸν ἐφ᾽ ov τὸ A, τὸ κύειν ἐφ᾽ οὗ 
Β, γυνὴ ἐφ᾽ ov 
"Hav μὲν ouv ἢ μία λεχθῆ πρότασις, σημεῖον 
a5 γίγνεται μόνον, ἐὰν δὲ καὶ ἡ ἕτέρα προσ ληφθῆ, 
συλλογισμός, οἷον ὅτι Ilurraxds ἐλευθέριος, ot γὰρ 
φιλότιμοι ἐλευθέριοι, Πυττακὸς δὲ φιλότιμος 7 
πάλιν ότι οἱ σοφοὶ ἀγαθοί, Ἰ]ιττακὸς γὰρ ἀγαθός, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ σοφός 
Ούτω μὲν οὖν γίγνονται συλλογισμοί, πλὴν ὁ μὲν 
80 διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος ἄλυτος, ἂν ἀληθὴς ἢ 
(καθόλου yap ἐστω), ὁ δὲ διὰ τοῦ ἐσχάτου λύσιμος, 





α If referable to one phenomenon only, a sign has objective 
necessity , 1f to more than one, its value 15 a matter of opinion 
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sary or geneially accepted* That which coexists 
with something else, or before or after whose happen- 
ing something else has happened, 1s a sign of that 
something’s having happened οἱ being 

An enthymeme 1s a syllogism from probabilities or Enthy 

signs , and a sign can be taken in thee ways—im just δὲ τὸς im 
as many ways as there are of taking the middle term the three 
in the several figures erther as in the first figure or © 
as in the second or asin the third Eg, the proof 
that a woman 1s pregnant because she has milk 1s by 
the first figure , fo. the middle term 1s ‘ having milk ’ 
A stands for ᾿ pregnant,’ B fo. ‘ having milk,’ and C 
for ‘woman’ The proof that the wise are good 
because Pittacus was good is by the third figure A 
stands for ‘ good,’ B for ‘ the wise,’ and C for Pittacus 
Then it 15 true to predicate both A and B of C, only 
we do not state the latter, because we hnow 1t, whereas 
we formally assume the former ‘The proof that a 
woman 15 pregnant because she 1s sallow is intended 
to be by the middle figure , for since sallowness 1s 1 
characteristic of women in pregnancy, and is associ- 
ated with this particular woman, they suppose that 
she is proved to be pregnant A stands for ἡ sallow- 
ness,’ B for ‘ beng pregnant ’ and C for “ woman ’ 

If only one premiss 15 stated, we get only a sign , a sign may 
but if the other premuss is assumed as well, we get a pe reeanned 
syllogism,’ 6 g , that Prttacus 1s high-minded, because gism with 
those who love honour are high-minded, and Pittacus suppressed 
loves honour, οἱ again that the wise are good, because 
Pittacus 15 good and also wise 

In this way syllogisms can be effected , but whereas Refutabinty 
a syllogism in the first figure cannot be refuted if 1t 1288. στα 


is true, since 1t 1s universal, a syllogism in the last ugns m 
the several 


> Strictly an enthymeme figures. 
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κἂν ἀληθὲς ἢ τὸ συμπέρασμα, διὰ τὸ μὴ εἶναι 
καθόλου μηδὲ πρὸς τὸ πρᾶγμα τὸν συλλογισμόν 
οὐ γὰρ εἰ Ilirraxds σπουδαῖος, διὰ τοῦτο καὶ τοὺς 
ἄλλους ἀνάγκη σοφούς ὁ δὲ διὰ τοῦ ἉΜέσου 
gs σχήματος ἀεὶ καὶ πάντως λύσιμος οὐδέποτε γὰρ 
γίγνεται συλλογισμὸς οὕτως ἐχόντων τῶν ὅρων 
οὐ γὰρ εἰ ἡ κύουσα ὠχρά, ὠχρὰ δὲ καὶ ἥδε, κύειν 
ἀνάγκη ταύτην ἀληθὲς μὲν οὖν ἐν ἅπασιν ὑπάρξει 

τοῖς σημέιοις," διαφορὰς δ᾽ ἔχουσι τὰς εἰρημένας 
τὺ ἩἫ δὴ οὕτω διαιρετέον τὸ σημεῖον, τούτων δὲ 
τὸ μέσον τεκμήριον ληπτέον (τὸ γὰρ τεκμήριον τὸ 
εἰδέναι ποιοῦν φασὶν εἶναι, τοιοῦτο δὲ μάλιστα τὸ 
μέσον), ἡ τὰ μὲν ἐκ τῶν ἄκρων σημεῖα λεκτέον 
δτὸ δ᾽ ἐκ τοῦ μέσου τεκμήριον ἐνδοξότατον γὰρ 
καὶ μάλιστα ἀληθὲς τὸ διὰ τοῦ πρώτου σχήματος 
Τὸ δὲ φυσιογνωμονεῖν δυνατόν ἐστιν εἴ τις δίδω- 
σιν ἅμα μεταβάλλειν τὸ σῶμα καὶ τὴν ψυχὴν ὅσα 
υσικά ἐστι παθήματα (μαθὼν yap ίσως μουσικὴν 
10 μεταβέβληκέ τι τὴν ψυχήν, ἀλλ᾽ οὐ τῶν φύσει ἡμῖν 
ἐστὶ τοῦτο τὸ πάθος, ἀλλ᾽ οἷον ὀργαὶ καὶ ἐπιθυμίαι 
τῶν φύσει κινήσεων) εἰ δὴ τοῦτό τε δοθείη καὶ 
ἕν ἑνὸς σημεῖον εἶναι, καὶ δυναίμεθα λαμβάνειν τὸ 


1 σημειοις] σχημασιν C*, Pacius (5), Tricot 


* If the signs of an enthymeme 1m the first figure are true, 
the conclusion 1s inevitable Aristotle does not mean that 
the conclusion 15 universal, but that the universality of the 
major premiss implies the validity of the minor and conclu- 
sion The example (<all> those who love honour, etc ) quoted 
for the third figure contains no untveisal premuss or sign, 
and fails to establish a universal conclusion 

’ 2¢ when both premisses are affirmative 

¢ Signs may be classified as irrefutable (1st figure) and 
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figure can be refuted even if the conclusion 1s true, 
because the syllogism 1s neithe: universal nor relevant 
to our puipose® For if Pittacus is good, 1t is not 
necessary for this 1eason that all other wise men are 
good A syllogism in the middle figure 1s always and 
im every way refutable, since we never get a syl- 
logism with the terms in this relation ὃ, for it does 
not necessarilv follow, if a pregnant woman 15 sallow, 
and this wom1n is sallow, that she 1s pregnant Thus 
truth can be found im all signs, but they differ m the 
ways which have been desenbed 

We must either classify signs in this way, and regard Alternative 
their middle term as an index ¢ (for the name ‘ indey ’ fee aes 
is given to that which causes us to know, and the fe a 
middle term 1s especially of this nature), or desembe ~~ 
the arguments drawn from the extremes ὦ as ‘ signs,’ 
and that which is drawn from the middle as an ‘index ’ 
For the conclusion which 1s reached through the first 
figure 15 most generally accepted and most true 

It 1s possible to judge mens characte: fiom their Use of 
physical appearance, if one grants that body and soul édimating 
change together in all natural affections (No doubt character 
after a man has learned music his soul has undergone ance 
a, certain change, but this affection 1s not one which 
comes to us naturally , I mean such affections as fits 
of anger or desires among natural excitements ) Sup- 
posing, then, this is granted, and also that there 1s 
one sign of one affection, and that we can recognize 


refutable (2nd and 31d figures), and the name ‘ index’ may 
be attached to their middle terms, either in all figures or 
(more probably) only in the first, where the middle is dis- 
tinctively middle 

ἃ Alternatively the name ‘ sign’ may be restricted to the 
Qnd and 8rd figures, and may be replaced by ‘ index’ in the 
first 
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ὃ € ’ 7 10 \ “ ὃ , 
ἔδιον ἑκάστου γένους πάθος καὶ σημεῖον, δυνησό- 
~ / 
μεθα φυσιογνωμονεῖν εἰ γάρ ἐστιν ἰδία τινὶ γένει 
ὑπάρχον ἀτόμῳ πάθος, οἷον τοῖς λέουσιν ἀνδρεία, 
> / A “A > 7 7 x 4 
ἀνάγκη Kal σημεῖον εἶναί Te συμπάσχειν γὰρ 
5λ).2 ς " Vo” a \ ry \ 
ἀλλήλοις ὑπόκειται καὶ ἔστω τοῦτο τὸ μεγάλα τὰ 
ἀκρωτήρια ἔχειν ὃ καὶ ἄλλοις ὑπάρχειν γένεσι μὴ 
ὅλοις ἐνδέχεται τὸ γὰρ σημεῖον οὕτως ἰδιόν ἐστιν, 
a ὅλ 7 ὃ ? 3 \ {0 \ 3 7 
ὅτι ὅλου γένους ἰδιόν ἐστι τὸ πάθος, καὶ οὐ μόνου 
͵ ὕ >? 4 ¢ , \ ‘32 
iSiov, ὥσπερ εἰώθαμεν λέγειν ὑπάρξει δὴ Kal ἐν 
# ᾽ὔ > / \ , > “A e ,ὔ 
ἄλλω γένει ταὐτό, καὶ ἔσται ἀνδρεῖος ὃ ἄνθρωπος 
1 » ~ o 3, A ~ “a 4 ey 
καὶ ἄλλο τι ζῶον ἕξει ἄρα TO σημεῖον Ev yap évds 
“ “ / \ / ~ 
ἣν εἰ τοίνυν ταῦτ᾽ ἐστί, καὶ δυνησόμεθα τοιαῦτα 
“~ ? > \ - ~ 7 “ / a 
σημεῖα συλλέξαι ἐπὶ τούτων τῶν ζώων ἃ μόνον ἕν 
πάθος ἔχει τι ἴδιον, ἕκαστον δ᾽ ἔχει σημεῖον, ἐπεῖπερ 
ἕν ἔχειν ἀνάγκη, δυνησόμεθα φυσιογνωμονεῖν εἰ 
\ , ” at vd \ / τ ¢ / > “ 
δὲ δύο ἔχει ἴδια ὅλον τὸ γένος, οἷον 6 λέων ἀνδρεῖον 
καὶ μεταδοτικόν, πῶς γνωσόμεθα πότερον ποτέρου 
σημεῖον τῶν ἰδία ἀκολουθούντων σημείων, ὴ εἰ 
» \ @ νι» \ 3 a \ ¢ ¢ “ 
ἄλλω μὴ ὅλω τινὲ ἄμφω, καὶ ἐν οἷς μὴ ὅλοις ἑκά- 
τερον, ὅταν τὸ μὲν ἔχη τὸ δὲ μή εἰ γὰρ ἀνδρεῖος 
“- / ~ 
μὲν ἐλευθέριος δὲ μή, έχει δὲ τῶν δύο τοδί, δῆλον 
ὅτι καὶ ἐπὶ τοῦ λέοντος τοῦτο σημεῖον τῆς ἀνδρέιας 
Ἔστι δὴ τὸ φυσιογνωμονεῖν TH’ ἐν τῶ πρώτω 
σχήματι τὸ μέσον τῶ μὲν πρώτω ἄκρω ἀντιστρέ- 
΄-ὠ Ἁ 
φειν, τοῦ δὲ τρίτου ὑπερτείνειν καὶ μὴ ἀντιστρέ- 


1 τῷ cdm, Waitz τὸ ὦ τῶν cet 
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the affection and sign proper to each class of creatures, 
we shall be able to judge character from physical 
appearance For if a peculiar affection applies to 
any rhdividual class, 6 g , courage to lions, there must 
be seme corresponding sign of it, for 1t has been 
assumed that body and soul are affected together 
Let this be ‘ having large extremities’ This may 
apply to other classes, but not as wholes , for a sign 
1s peculiar in the sense that the affection 1s peculiar 
to the class as a whole, and not to 1t alone, as we are 
accustomed to use the term Thus the same affec- 
tion will be found in another class also, and man or 
some other animal will be brave Therefore he will 
have the sign , foi ex hypothes: there is one sign of 
one affection If, then, this 1s so, and we can collate 
signs of this hind in the case of animals which have 
only one peculiai affection, and if each affection has a 
sign, since 1t necessarily has only one sign, we shall be 
able to judge then character by then appearance 
But if the genus as a whole has two peculiar affec- 
tions, eg, τῇ lions have courage and a 1eadiness to 
share, how shall we decide which sign of those which 
are peculiarly associated with the genus belongs to 
which affection® Probably if both affections are 
found in some other class not as a whole, that 1s, when 
of the classes in which each of them is found certain 
members possess one but not the other For if a 
man 1s brave but not generous, and exhibits one of 
the two signs, clearly this will be the sign of courage 
in the lion as well 

Thus it is possible to judge character from the 
appearance in the first figure, provided that the 
middle term 1s conveitible with the first extreme, but 
is wider in extension than the third term and not 
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70 ὃ 
dew, οἷον ἀνδρεία τὸ A, τὰ ἀκρωτήρια μεγάλα 


ἐφ᾽ ov Β, τὸ δὲ Γ λέξων ὦ δὴ τὸ VY τὸ Β παντί, 
ἀλλὰ καὶ ἄλλοις ὦ δὲ τὸ Β, τὸ A παντὶ καὶ οὐ 
πλείοσιν, ἀλλ᾽ ἀντιστρέφει εἰ δὲ μή, οὐκ ἔσται 
ἕν ἑνὸς σημεῖον 
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conveitible withit eg ,if A stands for courage, B for 
large extremities and C for hon Then B applies to 
all of that to which C applies, and also to others, 
whereas A applies to all that to which B applies, and 
to no more, but 1s convertible with B Otherwise 
there will not be one sign of one affection 
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ἢ syllogisms 50a16, οὗ 


53b12, 57b1 See Reduc 
tion 
Immediate propositions 


48433, 68b30, 1 
ledge 67a24 

Imperfect, all syllogisms in 
the second figure 28a4 ef 
97al, allin the third figure 
29a14, ef 28a15 com- 
pleted by the first figure 
29a30 See Valid 

Impossible, contradictory of 
Int xu,x1n , )( necessary 
29b4 

Increase, a kind of motion 
15al3 

Indefinite nouns and verbs 
16a32, b14,  19b8, 10, 
20a31, 1 premuss 20a12, 
24a19, 26a28, 43b14, of 
17011, 47b39, 1 nature 
of particular statement 
26b14 27b20, 28, 28b28, 


Lnow- 


29a6,35b11 See Indeter- 
muinate 
Indeterminate 32b10, no 


hnowledge or demonstra- 
tion of 2b 18 

Index 70b2 

Individual not  predicable 
106, 43a25,39, =primary 
substance 2al1, subject 
3a35, 17b3, 20a24, 21a31, 


INDEX 


no previous knowledge of 
15 67a22 

nduction 42a3, 24, 67a23, 
68b14, )( syllogism 68b32, 
)( esample 69a16 , uses all 
individual cases 68b28, 
69ar7 

nte1 mediates 1242, b28, 13a7 

osceles triangle 41b14 


nowledge elative 803, 
11a24, b27, ahabit 80:29, 
object of k prior to k it- 
self 7623, k and thought 
66b29, universal, par- 
ticular, actual 67a17, b4 


akeness pecuhar to quality 
114] ὅ 

ane continuous 5al, parts 
of 7b 17 

wove 68a39 

unules 69a33 


Vilajor term, in first figure 
26a21, in second 26b37 , 
in third 28a13 See Term 

Meno quoted 67a21 

Viiccalus 47b80 

Viiddle term, 1n first figure 
Qob35, in second 26b36 , 
in third 28a12, function 
of 41a8, 47a38-b14, cf 
44b40 , necessary for syl- 
logism 66a28 

Minor term, in first figure 
26a22 , 1n second 26b88 , 
in third 28a14 

Motion Cat xiv , hinds of 
15a18 

Natural 32b7, affec- 

tions 70b8 


VOL II 


16, 


Necessary events 18b6, 15, 
19a18, contradictory of 
‘itisn’ Jné xu,im1, ἢ 
and actual 238a21, n in- 
ference 24.b19, 26a3, 47423, 
53b18, 57a40, 62a12, no 
n inference from one as- 
sumption 34al7, 40b35, 
53b16, ἃ )( impossible 
92b4, )( possible 22b11, 
29, 28al7, 32a18, 28, 
33b16, 21, 27, 3'7a15, b9, 
38a35, ς 32a20, relative 
necessity 30b32 See Apo- 
deictic 

Negation )( affirmation 
11b19, 13a37, b2, 27, 34, 
a simple proposition 17a9, 
25, 62a13, contradictory 
APr [ xiv 

None, to be predicated of 
24:30, 25b40, 26a27 See 
All 

Non propter hoc, see False 
Cause 

16a1,13, Int u, 
simple )( composite n 
16a22, b82, indefinite ἢ 
16a30, 19b8, cases of ns 
16a33, )( verb 16b8, 19, 
\( espiession 1%al7, as 
subject 19b6 

Number 4093, 30 


Objection APr II xxvi, 
)( premiss 69a37, not 
raised in second figure 
69b30 See False Cause 

Odd and even numbers 
41a27, 50a37 

Opposition discussed Cat x, 


of relatives, contraries, 
privative and positive, 
537 
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affirmation and negation 
11b17, 24, 13b33, 19b36 , 
of contradictories 21422, 
51b15, 52b15, opposite 
sense 2'7a29 , conclusions 
from o premisses 4Pr II 
xv , forms of opposition 
63b23, 64a37 prefer- 
ability of pairs of os 
68a25, os proved only in 
first and third figures 
69b30 

Ostensive )( hypothetical 
proof 40b25 , )( proof per 
ampossibile 29a31, 45a26, 
36, 62b29-63b21 


Part, of quantity 5a15, ps 
of number 2b 24, relation 
of p to p 69al5 See 
Whole 

Particular premiss 2?4a18, 
indefinite nature of 26b14, 
27b20, 28, 28b28, 35b11, 

propositions easier to 
establish, harder to refute 
than universal 4849. Ὁ 
syllogisms giving more 
than one inference 53a4, 
p negative premiss not 


convertible 53a7, \ 
universal knowledge 
67a27, 38 

Perception (sense-) 7b35- 
8b12, 50al 


Perfect syllogisms in first 
figure 25b32, 26a17, b28 , 
not in the second 27al, cf 
28a4, not in the third 
98a15, ef 29al4 

Petitio princuepu APr Τὶ 
xvi, 40632, 4108, 13, 20, 
cf 46a33, bil, 19 
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Phocis 69a2 

Pittacus 70a16, 26 

Place, a category 1b26, 2al, 
11011 change of 15al4 

Plane 5a2, 19 

Point, a limit 5a1 

Position (posture) a category 
1b27, 2a2, relative 6b3, 
12, 11b9 

Positive )( privative 12a26- 
13a35 See Privation 

Possibility, contradiction of 
Int sn, xm defined 
39a18, cf 33b30, 34b27 
\( necessity 22b11, 29, 
93a1l7%, 32a18, 28, 33b16, 
91, 27, 37a15,b9, 38a35, 
various meanings 22a15, 


b15, 23a7, 25a37, bl14, 
32a20, 33b30, 34b27, 
35b82, 36633,  37a15, 
39a11 as probability 
32b4, implication of 


34a5, false but possible 
propositions 34a25,37 See 
Potentiality, Problematic 

Potentiality 19a9 31, b3, 
Qibl4, 22b36-23a26, ra- 
tional }( irrational ps 
22b38 See Possibility 

Predicates of predicates 1b10 
combined ps 20b31, ac- 
cidental ps 21a8, p= 
term 24b17 

Predication 24b26, 25b22, 
41a15, 43a25, 48a41, 49a16 

Prediction 18b34 

Preferability of composite 
alternatives 68a25 

Premuiss defined 24a16 , unt- 
versal, particular, inde- 
finite 2b 17, demonstra- 
tive, dialectical, syllogistic 


INDEX 


24.a22-b19 , assertoric, 
apodeictic, problematic 
Qoal = affirmative, nega- 


tive τὸ 2, two required 
fore syllogism 40b36, 
49a32, 4406, cf 53b20, 
66a17 , one must be affir- 
mative 41a6 , one must be 
universal, 26 , one must 
be of same mode as con- 
clusion 41b27, selection 
of ps 4801, 47a10 See 
Starting-point 

Priority, four (five) senses of, 
Cat xu 

Privation and opposition, 
11b18, privatives )( posi- 
tives 19a26-13a36, 52a15 

Probability 7048 

Problematic )( apodeictic 
and asserto1ic premisses 
25al, Ὁ syllogisms APr 
I wn, xv, avi, xx , p- 
assertoric syllogisms 2b 
xv, 36629, «νὰ, 39a7, 
3x1 , p-apodeictic syllo- 
gisms ἐδ. xvi, 36b31, 
ΙΧ, 39a8, Ἄχ, conver- 
sion 32a29, 36b35, 37a33 , 
selection of terms for p 
syllogisms 45b29 

Proof, ostensive ){ hypo- 
thetical 40b25, see De- 
monstration, p per wm- 

ossibile, see Hypothetical, 
eduction 

Property 43b2 

Proposition 16a2, 1782, Int 
V =, contains truth and 
talsity 17a3, simple, single 
γί composite, many 1788, 
15,20, 20b13, requires 
verk or tense 17a9, con- 


trary 17b4, 20-18a12 , con- 
tradictory 17a25-37, b17, 
universal, particular, in- 
definite 17b2-16 See Pre- 


miss 
Prosyllogism 42b5 


Quality, a category 1b26, 
29, discussed Cat vm, 
qu and habit or disposi-~ 
tion 8b27, and contra- 
riety 10b12, and natural 
capacity 9a14, and affec- 
tion 9a28, b12, 1049. and 
form or figure [1041]. 
and contranety 10b12, 
and degree 10b26, 11al4, 
and hkeness 1lal5, and 
relation 11a20, 36 

Quantification of predicate 
43b17 

Quantity, a category 1b26, 
28, discussed Cat νι, 
discrete )( continuous 


4b20 has parts 5al5, 
secondaiy or accidental 
5a39, has no contrary 


5b11, 30, )( relation 5b16, 
and equality 6a26 


Reciprocal proof, APr II 
v-vu, cf 65a19 

Recollection 67a22 

Reduction APr II xxv, 
ad ompossibile 27al4, 28a7, 
93, 29, b14, 17, 29a35, b5, 
34a3, 36, b2, 2%, 35a40 
(36a1), 36a10, 22, 36, 37a9, 
35, 38a22, 39b32, 41a22, 
45223-46a2, 50a29, APr 
II Ὁ -xiv , ἃ kind of hypo- 
thetical proof 40b26 γί 
conversion 61a18, )( os- 
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INDEX 


tensive proof 4Pr II sy , 
r of syllogisms 2901, 
40017, 4108, ΡΥ I ὧν, 
r of hypothetical syllo- 
gisms 50a16, r_ to svllo- 
gistic form APr I xxx 
Refutation APr IIT xx, 
)\( proof 42b27-43b38 
Relation, a category 1b26, 
29, discussed Cat vu, 
)( quantity 5b16, admits 
of contraniety 6b15, and 
degree 2b 20, and sub- 
stance 8a13, and position 
603, 12, 1109, and qual- 
ity 11a20, 36 , and opposi- 
tion 11b18, 24, relatives 
)( posrtives and privatives 
12b16 
Relative necessity 30b32 
Rest )( motion 1501 
Rhetorical syllogisms 68b11 


Scientific knowledge, none of 
the indeterminate 32b18 
Second figure (assertoric) 
APr JI v, 29b2, (apodeic- 
tic) 30a6, (apodeictic - 
assertoric) dPr I «xs, 
(problematic) Ἄναι, (asser- 
toric- problematic) vm, 
(apodeictic - ee) 
xix , true conclusions from 
false premisses in IIT m , 
circular proof in 2b v1, 
§9a36 , conversion of syllo- 

ismsin2b in , syllogisnis 
trom opposite premiisses in 
63b40, no objections in 
69b30, signs in ib 36 
Sentence 16a2, Int 1v , )( pro- 
position 17a2 
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Series, terms 1n same 66b27, 
cf 35 

Sign APr II xavn , mm all 
three figures 70a11, classi- 
fication of ss 2b bl «5 

Simultaneous Cat sm, 1n 
time 14625 in nature 2 
27, S species εὖ 33 

Single aff: mations and nega- 
tions 17b38 statements 
18al3 

Singular propositions 18a33, 
cf 20a24 

Solid 5a6, 23 

Sophists 17a36 

Space 5a7, 23, 6a12 

Species as secondary sub- 
stance 9814, b7, 29, and 
genus 2b7, 91] and con- 
trary qualities 1481 
simultaneous 14b33 , uni- 
vocally predicated of in- 
dividuals 3a33-b9 

Starting-pomt of syllogism 
43a21,b36 (cf 46a10), 
53a3, 65a13 See Premiss 

State 1b27, 2a3 

Subject, things present in or 
predicated of 1a20, pri- 
maiy substance not pi or 
po 9419, secondaiv sub- 
stance not p1 3a9, indi- 
vidual 20a2 4 

Substance, a category 1b27 , 
discussed Cat v, pre 
maiy =1ndividual 9418, 35, 
8010, not predicable 9811. 
35, b5 (cf 15), 3a8, 36, not 
present in a subject 3a8, 
has no contrary 3b25, ad- 
mits of no degrees ὁ 33, 
admits of contrary quali- 
fications 4410, as God and 


INDEX 


celestial movers 23a24, 
secondary = species or 
genus 2a14, b7, not present 
in a subject 3a9 , whether 
relative 8a18, s and 
differentia predicated uni- 
vocilly 3a33 ,, demonstra- 
tion οἵ 46a36 

Svllogism defined 24b18, 
\( demonstration 24428, 
25b29 , perfect )( imper- 
fects 24b22,25b35, 26b29, 
2%al6, 28a4, 29a15, 30, 
33a20, 8441, 42a33 , valid 
5 27%a2, 28a16, 41b33 

hypothetical 40b27, 41a38, 
45b15, 50a16-b4 all 5 
reducible to first figure 
4108. general rules of s 
APr I sxiv, sv con- 
struction of 20. wxvu, 
axvin , and logical neces- 
sity 47a23-b16, apprrent 
or faultys APr I ἄχτι, 
xvulv , )( induction 68b32 


Tense 16b17 
Term defined 24b16, one 


term must be _ positive 
41b6, three terms only 
in demonstration 41b36- 
42a31, 4406, cf 538b19, 
faults in setting out APr 
I sxxiv , not always ex- 
pressible in one word 2b 
ASXV , may occur mn 
oblique cases 7b xxxvi , 
duplicated or qualified ts 
aw saxavin, substitution 
of 49b3, ts im same 
series 66627 See Major, 
Middle, Minor, Premiss 


Thebes 69al 


Third figure relation of 
terms in 28a10,~ gives 
no universal conclusions 
99a16, 59b15, syllogisms 
{assertoric) APr I vi, 
29b19, (apodeictic) 8087, 
(apodeictic - assertoric) 
APr J x1, (problematic) 
xx,  (assertoric - proble- 
matic) x1, (apodeictic- 
problematic) \xn , true 
conclusions from false pre- 
misses in 26 II w , en- 
cular proofinzb vn , con- 
version of syllogisms in 2b 
x , s}llogisms from oppo- 
site premuisses in 64a20, 
objections in 69b1, signs 
in 70a13, 16 

Time, a category 1b26, 2a2, 
continuous 5a6, parts of 
ab 26, relative 11bi10, 
priouity in 14427 

Topics quoted 20b26, 24b12 
(46a30), 64437, (2 ¢, Soph 
Eilench ) 65b16 

Tragelaphos 16a16, see Uni- 
corn 

Transposition of subject and 
predicate 20b1 

Truth and falsity depend on 
combination 2a7, 18b10, 
16a10, 17, 18226, in con- 
tradiction 17b23, cf 13b° , 
and contrariety 190], 
93b27, 24b6, In proposi- 
tions 17a3, 19a33, 238a365 , 
and past and present 
18a28 , and future 2b 33, 
truth self-consistent 47a8 , 
no false conclusion from 
true premisses 53b7, 11, 
true conclusions from false 
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INDEX 


premisses APr II u-iv, 
64b8 , no true inference 
from opposite premusses 
64b8, and being 52a32, 
67b18 


Unicorn 49a24, see Trag- 
elaphos 

Unity of definition 17a14 
of meaning 20b15 

Universal )( individual or 
singular 17a38 20a24, u 
premiss defined 21a18, b27, 
not qualified in time 347, 
need for one in syllogism 
4107, 47626 u_ proposi- 
tions hardest to establish, 
easiest to refute 43al 
established by help of 
particular  syllogisms 
45b23 wu syllogisms give 
more than one inference 
53a4 ἃ )(. particular 
hnowledge 67a27 

Univocal terms1a6_ predica- 
tion 3433, b7 


Usual, 43633, 
ability 70a4: 


and prob- 


Vahd κι perfect sy llogisms 
Q7a2, 28a16, 41b33 

Verb 164], 13, Tat ll , 
19bi1, has time-refer- 
ence 16b6, 19b4 γί noun 
16b8 indefinite 16b14 
19b10, tenses of 16b17, 
as noun 2b 19, part of 
proposition 17al0 amere 
expression 2b 17 

Virtue a habit 8b29 


Whole and part, relation of 
42a10,16, 49b37 64a17, 
b12, 69a14 See Part 

Wholly contained in 21b26, 
ae 30a2, 53921 See 


Words, spoken and written 
16a3 


Zeno 65b18 
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3rd Imp , Vols II, Il] and IV 2nd Imp ) 

Aratus Cf CaLimmacnus 

Anistopuayes Benjamin Bichley Rogers 8 Vols (Vols 
1 and II 5th Imp, Vol ΠῚ 4th Imp) Verse trans 

AnistrotteE Artor Rucroric J H Freese (3rd Imp ) 

Aristotre AtTHenran Constitution, Evpemran Lrutics 
Virtues anp Vicks H Rachham (3rd Jmp ) 

ArIstoTLe GreneratiovorAnrmats A L Peck (2nd Imp ) 

AnistoTLe Metarnysics H Tredennick 2Vols (3rd imp } 

Arisiotte Merrrorotocica H Ὁ P Lee 

Artstotte Minor Worss W S Hett ‘ On Colours,’ 
“On Things Heard,” “* Physiognomics’”’ “ On Plants,” 
“ΟἿ Marvellous lhings Head Mechanical Problems,’ 
“On Indivisible Lines,’ ‘ Situations and Names of 
Winds ” “On Melissus, Xenophanes and Gorgias * (2nd 
Imp ) 

Arntstotte Nicomacuean Erurcs H Rackham (oth 
Imp revised ) 

ARISIoTLE Orconomica anp Macrna Moratra G C 
Armstrong (With Metaphysics Vol II) (37d Jmp) 
ArisrorLe On tHe Heavens W Kk C Guthne (3: Jmp ) 
AnistoTLeE ΟΝ tae Sour, Parva Natura, On Breatra 

W 5 Hett (nd Imp revised ) 

AristoTLte Orncanon—Tur Caincories, ΟΝ Inti apreia 
ον H P Cooke Prior Anatytics H Trevenvick 
(3rd Imp ) 

ARISTOTLE OrGAaNon—Sopuisrican Rervurations Cominc- 
TO-BE AND Passiyc-awax Εἰ S Forster Ow rar Cosmos 
D J Furley 

AristoTte Partsor Aymirs A L Peck Moron ann 
Procresston or Animiis bk 5. forster (3rd Imp) 
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Aristotite Puysics Rev P Wicksteed and F M Corn. 
ford 2Vols (Vol 12nd Imp, Vol 11 3rd imp ) 

ArstoTte Poxrticsand Loncinus W HamultonFyfe Dr- 
METRIus on Styte W Rhys Roberts (othImp revised ) 

AristoTLeE Poxttics H Rackham (4th Imp)  « 

ener Prostems W § Hett 2 Vols (2nd Imp re- 
VISE ᾿ 

ArnistoTLeE ἈΒΈΤΟΒΙΟΑ ap Atexanprum H Rackham 
(With Problems, Vol II) 

Arrian History or ALE\ANDER aND InpIca Rev E 
Iliffe Robson. 2 Vols (Vol 131d Imp, Vol II 2nd Imp ) 

AtTuenarus DerpnosopnistaE C B Guhek 7 Vols 
(Vols I, IV-VII 2nd Imp ) 

St Βαβι, Letrers R J Deferrarrn 4 Vols (2nd Imp) 

Caturmacaus AND LycopHron A W Mair, Arartus 
G R Mair (2nd Imp ) 

Crrment or Atrxanpria Rev G W Butterworth (37d Imp ) 

CortutHus Cf Oppran 

Daryunis anD Cutore Cf Lonaus 

Demostuents I ΟΥΥΝΎΠΤΑΟΒ, Parrrrrcs ann Mrnor 
Orations I-XVIIanp XX J H Vince (2nd Imp) 

Drmostuentes II Der Corona ann Der Farsa Lecatione 
C A VinceandJ H Vince (37d Imp revised ) 

Dremostuenes III Merpias, AnpRroiion ARISTOCRATES, 
Timocrares, Arnistrocriron J H Vince (2nd Imp ) 

DremostHeves [V-VI Private Orations anp In Nearram 
A T Murray (2nd Imp ) 

Demosturnrs VIT Funerat Spercn, Erotic Essay, 
Exorpra anD Letters N W andN J DeWitt 

Dio Casstus Roman History E Cary 9 Vols (Vols 
ITand II 31d Imp, Vols IH-IX 2nd Imp ) 

Dio Curysostom 5 Vols Vols IandI£ J W Cohoon 
Vol III J W Cohoon and H Lamar Crosby Vols IV 
and V H Lamar Crosby (Vols I-IV 2nd Imp ) 

Droporus Sicutus 12 Vols Vols I-VI C H Oldfather 
Vol VII ΟἿ, Sherman Vols IX and X Russel M 
Geer (Vols I-IV 2nd Imp ) 

Diocrnses Lazrtrus RD Hicks 2Vols (Vol I 4th Imp 
Vol II 8rd Imp ) 

Dronystus or Haricarnassus Roman Anriaurtirs Spel- 
man’s translation revised by E Cary 7 Vols (Vols 
I-V 9nd Imp ) 
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Errctetus W A Oldfather 2 Vols (2nd Imp) 

Evriripes A 5 Way 4Vols (Vols I and II 7th Imp, 
Vols IIL and IV 6th Imp ) Verse trans 

Evusesrus Eccriesrastican Hisrory hirsopp Lake and 
J BL Oulton 2Vols (Vol [3rd Imp, Vol II 4th Imp ) 

Garten Ontue NaturatFacutties A J Brock (4th Imp ) 

Tue Green Antuotocy W R Paton 5 Vols (Vols I 
and II oth Imp ,V ol III 4th Imp , Vols TV and V 3rd Imp ) 

Tur Greex Bucoric Porrs (THerocritus, Bron, Moscuus) 
J M Edmonds (7th Imp revised ) 

Gretk Exrecy anp [ampus WITH THE ANACREONTEA J M 
Fdmonds 2 Vols (Vol I 37d Imp, ἃ οἱ II 2nd Imp ) 

Grrex Matruematican Worxs Ivor Thomas 2 Vols 
(2nd Imp ) 

Hrropes Cf Turopurastus CHARACTERS 

Hrroporus A D Godley 4 Vols (Vols I-III 4th ZJmp, 
Vol IV 3rd Imp ) 

Hesiop AND THE Homeric Hymns H G Evelyn White 
(1th Imp revised and enlarged ) 

Hiprocrates ΑΝ THE FracmrntsoFrHeracrritrus Vi H 9 
Jones and E T Withington 4 Vols (3rd Imp) 

Homer Inrapn A T Murray 2 Vols (Vol 1 7th Imp, 
Vol II 6th Imp ) 

Homer Opyssey A T Murray 2Vols (8th Imp) 

Isarus E 5 Forster (2nd Imp ) 

Isocratrs George Norlin and LaRue Van Hook 8 Vols 
(Qnd Imp ) 

Sr Jouw DamascenE BartaamM and Joasarpnh Rev G R 
Woodward and Harold Mattingly (37d Imp revised ) 
Josepnus If St J Thackeray and Ralph Marcus 9 Vols 
ων ial (Vol V 3rd fnp , Vols I-IV, \ I and VII nd 

mp 

Jurran Wilmer Cave Wright 3 Vols (Vols I and II 3rd 
Imp , Vol Ill Qnd Imp | 

Loxcus Dapuvis anp Curor  Thornley’s translation 
revised by J M Edmonds, and Parrurnius S Gaselee 
(3rd Imp ) 

Lucian A M Harmon 8 Vols Vols I-V (Vols I and 
11 3rd Imp Vols II, 1\ and V 2nd Imp ) 

Lycorprow Cf Carimacuus 

Lyra Grazrca J M Edmonds 3 Vols (Vol 14th Imp, 
Vols II and III 3rd Imp ) 
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Lystas W RM Lamb (3rd Imp) 

Manetuo W G Waddell, Protemy Trrrasrstos F EF 
Kobbins (2nd Imp ) 

Mancus Aurritius C ἢ Haines (4th Imp revised ) 

Menannper F G Allinson (3rd imp revised ) * 

Mivor Artic Orarors 2 Vols K J Maidment and 
TO Burtt (Vol I 2nd Imp ) 

Boho Drionysraca W H D Rouse 8 Vols (2nd 
mp ) 

Olas Coxrturaus, TryrpHiopornus A W Mair (2nd 
im 

ee Now-Lirrrary Seitecrions A 5 HuntandC C 
Edgar 2 Vols (2nd Imp) Literary SEtecrrons 
(Poetry) Ὁ L Page (3rd Imp ) 

Parturnius ΟΥ̓ Loneus 

Pausantas Descripiion or Greece W Η S Jones ἃ 
Vols and Companion Vol arranged by ἢ E Wycherley 
(Vols Tand III 3:d Imp, Vols Li, [NV and V 2nd Imp ) 

Puito 10 Vols Vols I-V F H Colson and Rev G H 
Whitaker, Vols VI-IX F H Colson (Vols I-III, 
V-IX Qnd Imp, Vol IV 3rd Imp ) 
‘lwo Supplementary Vols Lranslation only from an 

Armenian Text Ralph Marcus 

Puitostratus Tue Lire or Arpottonius or Tyana ΕΟ 
Conybeare 2 Vols (Vol [4th Imp, Vol IL 3rd Jmp ) 

Puitostraius Imacives, Caxruistrratus Descriptions 
A larbanks (2nd Imp ) 

Puinrostratus anD Eunaprus Lives or THE Sopuists 
Wilmer Cave Wright (2nd Imp ) 

Pispar SirJ E Sandys (%th Imp revised ) 

Pratol huruyepro Aporocy, Crito, Poarpo, Poarprus 
H N fowler (11th Imp ) 

Pra1o ‘LHEAETETUS AND Soruisr H N Fowler (4¢h 
lm 

83 III Srarrsman, Poitresus H N Fowler, ἴον 
W RM Lamb (4th Imp) 

Prato IV Lacues, Protacoras, Meno, Euraypsemus 
W RM Lamb (8rd Imp revised ) 

Prato V_ Lysis, ϑυμροβιῦμ, Gorcias W ἢ M Lamb 
(5th mp revised ) 

Puaro VI  Craryztus Parmenipes Greater Hippias, 
Lesser Hippras H N Fowler (4th Imp) 
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Prato VII Timarus, Crarrras CurropHo Menexenus Eptr- 
stutaE Rev RG Bury (8rd Imp) 

Prato VIII Cuarmriprs, Ancisiaprs, Hrepancuus THE 
Lovens, THEacres, Mryos anp Lprivomis W ἢ M Lamb 
(πρὶ Imp ) 

Prato Laws Rev ἢ 6 Bury 2 Vols (3rd Imp ) 

Ρηατὸ Repusric Paul Shorey 2 Vols (Vol I 5th Imp, 
Vol [11 38rd Imp ) 

Prurarch Monarra 14 Vols Vols I-V. F Ὁ Babbitt 
Vol VI Ὗ Ὁ Helmbold Vol X HN Fowler (Vols 
J-VI X 2nd Imp ) 

Prurarch Tue Paratten Lives 8 Perrm 11 Vols 
(Vols I, II VI VII and \I 38rd Imp Vols III-V and 
VILI X Qnd Imp ) 

Poryeius W R Paton 6 Vols (2nd Imp) 

Procorivs HisrornyorTHe Wass H B Dewing 7 Vols 
(Vol I 3rd Imp, Vols II-VII 2nd Imp ) 

Proremy Tetrasrsros Cf Mavetuo 

Qumrus SMyryarus A S Way (3rd Imp) Verse trans 

Sextus Emprmicus Rev ἢ G Bury 4 Vols (Vols I-III 
Qnd Imp ) 

Soruoctes F Storr 2 Vols (Vol [9th Imp, Vol II 6th 
Imp) Verse trans 

Srraso GrocrarHy Horace L Jones 8 Vols (Vols I, 
\ and VIII 3rd Imp, Vols II-IV, VI and VII 2nd Jmp ) 

‘LuropHrastus CuHaracters J M Edmonds’ Heropes 
ete A D Knox (37d /mp) 

TuaropHrastus Enaurry inro Puants Sir Arthur Hort 
2Vols (2nd Imp ) 

Tuvucypipes C F Smith 4 Vols (Vol I 4th Imp, Vols 
II-IV 3rd Imp ) 

Iryrpioporus Cf Oprrian 

ΧΈΝΟΡΗΟΝ Cyroparpia Walter Miller 2 Vols (Vol I 
4th Imp Vol II 8rd Imp ) 

XEwopHon 9  Hevwienica, AnaBasis, APOLOGY AND Syveo 
sium C L BrownsonandO J Todd 3Vols (Vols 1 
and III 8rd /mp , Vol Il 4¢h Imp ) 

XrenopHon Mermorasizia and Orconomicus Εἰ C Mar- 
chant (3rd Jmp ) 

XevopHon Scripta Minona E C Marchant (2nd Imp ) 


(For Volumes in Preparation see next page ) 
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VOLUMES IN PREPARATION 
GREEK AUTHORS 


Artstotte Husrory or Anrmats A L Peck 
Catrtmmacuus Fragments C A Trypanis 
Protinus A H Armstrong 


LATIN AUTHORS 


St Avuecustine Ciry or Gop 

Cicero Pro Szssrio, In Varrytum Pro Caenzio, De Pro- 
vinciuis ConsuLarisus, Pro Barso J H Freese and ἢ 
Gardner 

PHAEDRUS AND OTHER Fasuuists B E Perry 


DESCRIPTIY EH PROSPECTUS ON APPLICATION 
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